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Abstract

St. Vincent Island is one of the barrier islands in the Florida panhandle between
Apalachicola Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. The St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge
encompasses all 5000 hectares of the island. Archaeological fieldwork in the summer of
2009 included a survey of the entire island and a test unit at one of the island’s richest
sites. In spring of 2010 a second test unit was excavated at another archaeologically rich
site. A total of 16 known sites were investigated and two newly discovered sites recorded.
This research combines all these data with information obtained from existing artifact
collections and archives, as well as results of a widespread geological survey of the
island, in order to characterize the prehistoric archaeological record on the island, which
stretches back at least 4000 years or more, to the time of the island’s first formation.
Subsistence, settlement patterns, site use, and change through time in the human
adaptation on St. Vincent are described in relation to the preexisting cultural chronology
of the region, especially that of other barrier islands. Settlement from all time periods is
concentrated on the north and east shorelines, with not much human use of the island
interior until recent historic time. Geological indication of sea level fluctuations on the
islands oldest shoreline section, on the northeast tip, is combined with archaeological
evidence to suggest responses to rising sea levels.

ix

Introduction
St. Vincent Island is one of the barrier islands in the Florida panhandle between
Apalachicola Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) encompasses all 5,000 hectares
(12,358 acres) of the island. Sixteen prehistoric archaeological sites on the island were
first recorded in 1970 (Miller et al. 1980), though they were long known by local
residents and some professional archaeologists. While continuously being visited by
collectors, most were revisited in 1980 as part of a professional survey (Miller et al.
1980) with one being tested separately in 1981 (Braley 1982). During the 2009 summer
field season the University of South Florida (USF) Department of Anthropology
conducted archaeological fieldwork which included a survey of the entire island and a
limited test excavation. These investigations show the presence of prehistoric occupation
from Late Archaic through historic Indian times, from about 4000 years ago until the late
eighteenth century. Historic habitation of the island and other uses in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries have also been well-documented (Kanaski 2004, 2007).
I chose to focus only on the Native American archaeological evidence since the
historic usage of the island has been well recorded. USF’s 2009 archaeological fieldwork
included surface collection, shovel testing of the entire island, and test excavations at two
of the island’s richest prehistoric sites: St. Vincent 5 (8FR364) and Paradise Point
(8FR71). In addition to the USF data, this thesis compiles information from previous
work and collections that are now curated at the Florida Department of State, Bureau of
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Archaeological Resources (BAR), and the Florida State University Anthropology (FSU)
Department, both in Tallahassee. The archaeological record of St. Vincent has been
compared to that of other barrier islands in the area as well as the mainland to provide
insights into how, over a period of several millennia, Florida’s prehistoric people used the
island, focusing specifically on their subsistence patterns and reactions to past sea level
stands.
Public archaeology is also a large aspect of this project. The Supporters of St.
Vincent, a volunteer organization in Gulf County, encouraged USF to combine scientific
research with a public outreach component. As a result the incessant and illegal artifact
collection on St. Vincent was researched and a program of public education and volunteer
archaeological monitoring was set in place for the use of the Refuge management.
A comprehensive report on the St. Vincent Island archaeological survey (Kimble
and White 2013) is still in progress and expected to be submitted to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service next year. Meanwhile this thesis presents a description of the work
accomplished and the current results.
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Environmental Setting
General Location and Landscape
St. Vincent Island is the closest barrier island to the shore in this region, with St.
Vincent Sound, the arm of Apalachicola Bay that separates the island from the mainland,
being less than two meters deep in most places (Figure 1) (Twichell et al. 2007).
Osterman et al. (2009) reported that the water at “St. Vincent Bar” (the long oyster bar
that extends off the northeast coast of the island) was three meters deep at the time of
their research. Indian Pass, which is located at the northwest corner of the island, is only
500 m across, although its strong current makes crossing the area more difficult than one
would think. The southeast corner of the island is separated from Little St. George Island
(also known as Cape St. George or Sand Island as in Figure 1) by West Pass, which is
less than 1 km wide.
The island’s landscape consists mainly of ridges and swales with the ridges
typically 1 to 2 meters high and at least 30 meters from crest to crest (Campbell 1986).
Over the course of history, the island has developed more than 100 ridges (Forrest 2007).
These ridges developed during the late Holocene as the island began to accrete, and they
can provide us with information on the location and orientation of the coastline when
they were formed (Campbell 1986). St. Vincent differs from the other barrier islands in
the area in that it is very wide and not long and thin. Stapor and Tanner (1977) point out
that many of the swales on St. Vincent are filled with alluvial clay and silt, marsh debris,
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and marine shell beds, forming marsh patches and small lakes. If this filling were to be
removed, much of the island would be below current sea level and the island would be
multiple small islands.

Indian Pass

West
Pass

Little St. George

Figure 1. Geographical location of St. Vincent Island, adapted from Google Earth, 2011

Today, the island is one of 500 natural Refuges that U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service manages, a total of more than ninety million acres of wildlife habitat (McCarthy
2004). St. Vincent has approximately 129 km of unpaved roads (Figure 2) that are used
for Refuge management, law enforcement, and visitor hiking trails (Davis and Mokray
2000). Interestingly, McCarthy (2004) reports that the Franklin County government and
school board receive federal money ($32,000 per year for 2006 through 2009) from the
4

U.S. Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Forest Service as compensation for the tax revenue
that the county loses from St. Vincent NWR and the Apalachicola National Forest being
public and not private land. The island’s archaeological sites are unfortunately not
protected well; artifacts are constantly eroding out of the middens and being collected by
the public, but regrettably the federal managers are not funded or staffed for
archaeological conservation.

Figure 2. Schematic representation of St. Vincent Island and its 129 km of unpaved roads
(courtesy of St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge)
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Geology and Paleoenvironment
Geologists have determined that the northeast shore is the oldest segment of the
island (Otvos 1985), and have estimated the island to be about 4000 years old, which
could make it one of the oldest barrier islands in Florida (McCarthy 2004:9).
Radiocarbon dates taken by Osterman et el. (2009) indicate that continuous shallowwater shoals may have begun restricting the water circulation of Apalachicola bay and
passing normal marine species into the bay by ~ 6,400 years B.P. Archaeological studies
of the island have produced fiber-tempered pottery, suggesting that the first inhabitants
arrived 3000-4000 years ago, as soon as the island was formed (White 1997:4).
Current geological data from St. Vincent suggest that, by 5000 years B.P., sea
level was approximately 1.5-2 m higher than it was in 1977, when Stapor and Tanner
conducted their research (1977:35), though not all researchers agree. They also proposed
that since beach ridge height is related to wave height, sea level at some point in the past
must have been approximately 1.5 m lower than 1977 sea level in order to form the beach
ridges that are only one meter high, and that, in the scheme of things, this should be
considered as relatively stable.
Water Resources
Previous archaeological surveys of St. Vincent made no mention of water
resources on the island. Presently, there are only a few streams there. The inhabitants of
St. Vincent would not have gone to the island if there was no fresh water; they must have
gotten water from the island’s swales which would have filled with water seasonally, like
the swales on St. Joseph Peninsula (Rupert 1991). Our conversations with geologists
Frank Stapor and Joe Donoghue have confirmed that the swales on St. Vincent may fill
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with rainwater and form a freshwater lens with salt underneath. Since the swales on the
island would have been much lower over 2000 years ago, the inhabitants may have also
dug a shallow hole into the sand ridges to collect water. Historical documents tell us that
the early Spanish and French colonists in this area dug into the ground for ground water
and that they saw the Indians practicing this technique as well (Garcilaso de la Vega
1956). While the bay and sound waters would have been too salty to drink, they provided
abundant fish, shellfish and various other species for past inhabitants to harvest.
Climate and the Effects of Storm Surge to the St. Vincent
Storms in recent years have washed away a great deal of cultural deposits from
the island, and also redeposited shell midden material in some places. It is likely that
similar storms would have affected prehistoric habitation on St. Vincent, though recent
geological research shows that storms may have been more intense in the past. An
increase in modern storm activity may be due to random variations in natural conditions,
a result of human action, or both.
St. Vincent and the other barrier islands have always been dynamic landforms as a
direct result of their position relative to waves, wind, rain, or other weather events
(Campbell 1984). Previous archaeological work on other barrier islands has demonstrated
that single storm events, even less forceful than hurricanes, can dislodge portions of the
islands and redeposit them elsewhere (White 1997). Due to the constant changes in
coastal geography, many other archaeological records of coastal adaptations or
migrations have been lost (Rick and Erlandson 2008). As a result, much of this thesis
research includes documenting what has been lost and what is still present on the island.
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The landform dynamism of St. Vincent leads me to hypothesize that the island
was only occupied seasonally. White (2003b:75) notes that “constant fluvial and
shoreline shifting in the enormously dynamic environment of the coastal and estuarine
wetlands probably meant that human populations would remain seasonal throughout
prehistory (and much of historic time, until the late twentieth century).” After testing the
Paradise Point Site on St. Vincent Island, Braley (1982) suggested that the site was only
occupied seasonally by a relatively small group of people and that agriculture did not
play in important role in their diet. This is an important issue currently being researched
by USF archaeologists: whether late prehistoric people who built farming communities
inland continued the ancient coastal adaptation of collecting wild resources and moving
seasonally around coastal and estuarine environments. One goal of the research is to
combine archaeological evidence with the geological evidence focusing on the analysis
of past sea-level stands, in order to understand better how sea levels have changed in the
past and affected St. Vincent’s inhabitants.
Flora and Fauna
The island has a wide variety of vegetation including oak, rosemary, pine, and sea
oats (Johnson and Barbour 1990:441). Scientists have identified multiple habitat types on
the island including wetland, dunes with live oak and other trees, cabbage palm stands,
and four different slash pine communities (McCarthy 2004). The broad spectrum of plant
species provides subsistence and shelter for numerous animal species including: whitetailed deer, raccoon, otter, turkey, alligator, loggerhead turtle, over 150 native and
migratory birds, and an array of fish and mollusks, the most notable being the oyster
(McCarthy 2004). In the late 1940s the island’s private owners stocked it with exotic
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animals to hunt including: black bucks, elands, ring-necked pheasants, zebras, and
Sambar deer (a southeast Asian elk, which is still present on the island) (McCarthy
2004:10-11). Beginning in 1990, scientists have used the island as a breeding ground for
the endangered red wolf (McCarthy 2004:11). Once red wolf pups are born, they are
transported to other sites in the Southeast in an effort to re-introduce the species widely.
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Archaeological Setting
Summary of Current Archaeological Knowledge of St. Vincent
The known prehistoric sites on the island are all shell midden sites of various
ages, consisting mainly of oyster shell. Franklin County is Florida’s largest producer of
oysters (Whitfield and Beaumariage 1977), so it makes sense that prehistoric people
would have lived in the area and made use of this valuable and easily acquired resource.
Though other seafood is abundant and would have been harvested also, oysters leave the
most visible evidence. Geological research suggests that the oyster beds in the bay would
have formed during the mid Holocene and were initially much more extensive than we
presently find (Twichell et al. 2009). The formation of the barrier islands closes off the
bay and sound waters which protects them and makes them far less salty, resulting in a
very suitable environment for the oysters (Miller et al. 1980). While there are oyster bars
all over the Apalachicola Bay, one of the oldest and most well-known is the Pickalene
Bar, which extends northward off the north shore of St. Vincent. The midden sites are
thickest and most highly concentrated in this area. This is why, during the USF
fieldwork, we placed one test excavation at site 8FR364 in this area. In addition to and
probably much more important than foraging for the oysters, Native Americans would
have also eaten the fish and other organisms that are attracted to oyster beds and shallow
waters.
Most of the sites on St. Vincent are located on the north shore of the island, where
the prehistoric inhabitants would have been more protected from storms. The earliest
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definitive evidence for the first occupation on the island is the presence of fiber-tempered
pottery and clay balls from the Late Archaic period (3000-1000 B.C.) identified by Miller
et al. (1980). St. Vincent might provide a wealth of Late Archaic evidence because it
offered plentiful resources, was easily accessible, and may have been the earliest island
available for occupation (White 2003b). A local, reliable collector found a jasper bead of
possible Poverty Point association on the shore at 8FR363 (to be discussed later), adding
to the Late Archaic assemblage of the island. Braley’s 1982 work at the Paradise Point
Site (8FR71) uncovered a Tallahassee point. White (1997) argues that this type is not
easily distinguishable in northwest Florida from the Dalton point which dates to the late
Paleoindian period. The previously-mentioned collector also found a Clovis point at
8FR363. While the island would not have been fully formed during the Paleoindian
period (10,000-7,000 B.C.) when this point was made, it is possible that this point
remained from when the island was still a part of the mainland (though during their visit
geologists Joe Donoghue and Frank Stapor told us that Pleistocene or Clovis-period
deposits would be nine meters below the surface), or that the point was being used by
later people after St. Vincent’s formation.
In addition to Late Archaic occupation, there is evidence that the island was
occupied during every other archaeological time period up through Lower
Creek/Seminole times (A.D. 1750(?) - ca. 1840). Previous archaeological work (Miller et
al. 1980) recovered no evidence to suggest that St. Vincent Island was occupied during
the Spanish or British colonial periods; however during the 2009 field season we
recovered a British gun flint and a protohistoric gun flint from one site, suggesting
otherwise (as discussed later).
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Prehistory of the Apalachicola Delta/Valley Region and the Northern Gulf Coast
The following sections briefly summarize the current knowledge of the culture
history of the Apalachicola delta region and how it relates to the record on St. Vincent.
These data are based on both geological and archaeological research (Anderson and
Mainfort 2002; Milanich 1994; White 1997, 2005, 2009).
Paleoindian Period (10,000-7,000 B.C.)
The first people to inhabit Florida arrived over 12,000 years ago, and have been
termed Paleoindians. Paleoindian cultures are often the most romanticized and the least
researched due to the paucity of stratigraphically-preserved sites (Tyler 2008). At this
time sea level would have been 40-50 meters lower than our present sea level (making
Florida about twice its current size). St. Vincent was also still a part of the mainland and
far from the coast (Stapor and Tanner 1977). The area would have been populated with
megafauna such as elephants, horses, camels, and bison (Milanich 1994). At this time, the
climate in Florida would have also been much cooler and arid, with less abundant
freshwater sources (Milanich 1994). We know little about coastal habitation during this
period because those sites were submerged in the Gulf during Holocene sea level rise.
Modern excavations have provided evidence that Paleoindians were hunting large
mammals such as sloth, tapir, and mammoth, but also hunting and trapping smaller
animals such as muskrat, turtle, and snake (Milanich 1994:47). It is believed that during
this time, since people were so mobile, a hunter’s toolkit would have only contained a
few tools limited in variety (Milanich 1994:48). Diagnostic projectile points would have
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been worked bifacially and attached to ivory foreshafts, then attached to a wooden spear
(Milanich 1994:49). Bullen notes that the Clovis point, perhaps the most well-known
Paleoindian point, is rare in west Florida (Bullen 1975:57). Recent research (Tyler 2008)
has since recorded many more in the Apalachicola valley region. Unifacial scrapers,
adzes, and retouched flakes have also been found at Paleoindian sites (Milanich 1994:51).
Paleoindian toolkits would have also contained bola stones, which are ground stone
weights about the size of an egg that would have attached to thongs and been used to
bring down birds and other game animals (Milanich 1994:51). The upper
Apalachicola/lower Chattahoochee drainage has produced many of these bola stones,
though they may date to the Archaic period (White 2003).
Archaeological research has shown that Paleoindian-period sites would have most
likely been located in a karstic environment (Tertiary limestone regions that would have
provided outcrops of raw material for stone tools and extend from Tampa Bay well into
the panhandle) and near some type of water source (shallow lakes and water holes where
animals would come to drink) (Milanich 1994). In the Apalachicola delta region, nearly
all the Paleoindian sites are located along the Chipola River, the largest tributary of the
Apalachicola (Tyler 2008, White and Trauner 1986). None of the Paleoindian sites
known in the upper and middle Apalachicola delta region, including those known from
the river bottom in the Chipola, have been explored scientifically or even more than
surface-collected, mostly by avocationals (Tyler 2008). So it is unknown if there are even
undisturbed cultural deposits from this time period in the region.
Milanich (1994:58-59) points out that “the combined effects of climatic change,
higher water tables, and the loss of the largest game animals necessitated changes in the
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adaptations of human populations in Florida,” and the transition into the Archaic period.
Archaic Period (7000-1000 B.C.)
During the Archaic period, over many generations, Florida experienced less arid
conditions, sea level rise, and population increase. Milanich (1994:62-64) believes that
native groups shifted from nomadic subsistence patterns to those based on more settled
“coastal and riverine regimes.” This idea may result from the biases in the record due to
the absence of earlier coastal sites and other gaps in the archaeological information.
Early Archaic Period
Since water sources were more readily available after the end of the Pleistocene,
Early Archaic settlements may have been able to sustain larger populations than in earlier
times and it is likely that canoes were used more in the Early Archaic period (Milanich
1994:69-70). The increase in sedentism in the Archaic period is associated with greater
specialization in tools. Bone artifacts recovered from Florida’s rivers include points,
hooks, handles, awls, and weights, Atlatls believed to be used to propel spears while
hunting have been found in Early Archaic deposits (Bullen 1975:3). While Milanich
(1994:67-70) says that stemmed points arrived beginning at 7,500 B.C., Bullen (1975)
believed that in Florida the Kirk Serrated point may be the earliest truly stemmed point
first appearing around 5,500 B.C. More Recently Bolen Beveled points have been welldated in the Aucilla River Paleoindian sites to about 9,000 years ago by Dunbar and
Webb (1996).
Perhaps the most famous Early Archaic site is Windover Pond. This site, located
near Cape Canaveral, was a marshy area during the Archaic period that has continuously
held water ever since (Doran 2002). This anaerobic environment allowed for excellent
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preservation conditions, so that wooden and woven-fiber artifacts and even human brains
inside skulls were recovered. Thanks to the preservation of the Windover Pond site, we
know that Early Archaic burials occurred in woody marsh areas in peninsular Florida. We
also know that people were using bottle gourds and eating prickly pear pads at this time.
Middle Archaic Period
The climate continued to change throughout the Middle Archaic until it became
close to the current climate at approximately 3,000 B.C. (Milanich 1994:75). It is during
the Middle Archaic that shell midden sites first appear in Florida (Milanich 1994:76).
Stemmed points are widespread during this time period and quarry sites are first
identified near chert outcroppings (Milanich 1994:79), though in the Florida panhandle
archaeological evidence places them slightly later. Multiple sites in peninsular Florida
have uncovered evidence of underwater burials in both extended and flexed positions
(Milanich 1994:82-83). While it was once believed that mound building began in the
Woodland Period, we now know that it began during the Middle Archaic (Anderson and
Mainfort 2002), though there is no evidence for this yet in northwest Florida (White
2004; Gibson and Carr 2004).
Late Archaic Period
Coastal middens became more abundant during the Late Archaic (Milanich
1994:85). It is during the Late Archaic that people in the Southeast first began making
pottery, a “crude fiber-tempered ware” that is “amazingly uniform and easily
recognizable” (Willey 1949:351). Calibrated radiocarbon dates in the Apalachicola
Valley suggest that fiber-tempered pottery was being manufactured from 2500 or 3000
B.C. in the area (White 2003a). Since this pottery is not decorated with incisions or
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punctations, as other Southeastern ceramics of this time are, it is simply referred to by the
term “fiber-tempered” (White 2003a). While there are currently only limited data, they
seem to suggest that the only difference between the Middle Archaic and the Late
Archaic is the addition of ceramics (White 2003a).
Because many Late Archaic sites in northwest Florida likely lie under the Gulf of
Mexico (Milanich 1994:95) there is sparse information about the social aspects of Late
Archaic life in the Apalachicola-lower Chattahoochee Valley (White 2003b). Clay balls
have been found at several Late Archaic sites in the region. White (2003b) notes that
during the Late Archaic, ceramics and Poverty Point-type artifacts (like clay balls) found
all along the northern Gulf Coast provide evidence for connections with the Mississippi
Valley and Atlantic coastal areas. In Florida, some researchers prefer to use the term
Elliot’s Point complex instead of Poverty Point, though they are the same. According to
White (2004), interaction among native societies throughout the Southeast was likely
common far before the Poverty Point complex, but the Late Archaic material record
provides the first evidence for clear and widespread human networks.
Woodland Period (1000 B.C- A.D. 1000)
Early Woodland Period
In some areas, the only difference between the Late Archaic and the Early
Woodland period is the widespread use of pottery that is no longer being tempered with
plant fibers but instead sand and other ingredients (Anderson and Mainfort 2002). In
northwest Florida, the Deptford series is the diagnostic group of pottery from the Early
Woodland; it included check-stamped, simple-stamped (parallel-line), and woven-fabricmarked as well as plain ceramics (White 2009). Most communities at this time would
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have been small (consisting of only 50 or 60 people) and still fairly mobile. Anderson and
Mainfort (2002) believe that some communities would have been socially isolated and
relied on local materials for artifacts. Indigenous, seed producing plants were cultivated
during this period and in some areas of the mid-South comprised two-thirds of a
community’s diet (Anderson and Mainfort 2002), though we have no evidence for this
yet at any northwest Florida sites. Little is known about mortuary practices in the Early
Woodland, although it does appear that at some houses charnel structures were being
used (Anderson and Mainfort 2002). At least one Deptford mound, the Pierce site
(8FR14) in Apalachicola, was constructed of sand and shell and probably for burial
purposes (USF Archaeology Lab research in progress by N. White).
Middle Woodland Period
Middle Woodland-period social organization is interpreted as tribal society with
multiple, relatively equal clans (Anderson 2002). The accumulation of wealth and
prestige during the Middle Woodland is thought to have led to the social ranking and
hereditary leadership that is seen in later periods, like Fort Walton (Anderson and
Mainfort 2002). This social differentiation can best be seen through a range of burial
treatments and the use of exotic raw materials and expensive artifacts of elaborate forms.
Examples of such lavish, exotic burial goods from the Apalachicola delta region mounds
include items of copper, greenstone, mica, and multicolored cherts (e.g. Frashuer
2006:95). The Middle Woodland is characterized by an increase in burial mound
construction (Anderson and Mainfort 2002). It appears that these mounds were built
during several discrete ceremonies in which burials would be interred and then a layer of
sand or clay would cover the burials and caches of artifacts, eventually accreting a mound
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(Milanich 1994). During the Middle Woodland period “mortuary ceremonialism also
evolved into diverse forms” (Walthall 1980:107).
In northwest Florida, the Middle Woodland has Swift Creek and early Weeden
Island ceramic series as the diagnostic forms. Swift Creek ceramics are known for being
stamped in complicated patterns, while early Weeden Island ceramics are known for
being molded into elaborate shapes with incision and punctation decorations and
sometimes shapes cut out of the vessel walls (White 2010:159).
Late Woodland Period
The Late Woodland was a time of population growth which may have put a strain
on resources (Anderson and Mainfort 2002). After 500 B.C. projectile points become
smaller, perhaps reflecting the introduction of the bow and arrow (Bullen 1975). The
combination of these two things might explain the increased evidence of warfare that is
seen in some areas (Anderson and Mainfort 2002), though there is no evidence of this in
the Apalachicola delta region thus far. It is during this period that mound building nearly
ceased and people focused on intensifying food production. Areas in this time period that
are cultivating corn and have permanent communities and public structure have
sometimes been referred to as “Emergent Mississippian” (Anderson and Mainfort
2002:18) because the Late Woodland and the Mississippi Periods are so similar. At least
one Late Woodland site in the upper Apalachicola valley, the Sycamore Site, has
produced a small amount of charred corn (Milanich 1974:32). The ceramic assemblages
of this period are dominated by check-stamped and plain vessels, which when found in
the archaeological record can only be dated through the use of radiocarbon dating
(Marrinan and White 2007).
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Mississippi Period: Fort Walton Culture (A.D. 1000-ca. 1700)
Fort Walton, which spans northwest Florida almost to Mobile Bay and north into
southeastern Alabama and southwestern Georgia, was the most politically complex
prehistoric culture in the state and the one with the densest population (Milanich 1994).
Fort Walton is a regional variant of the Mississippian culture and was present from
around A.D. 1000 to the time of European invasion (DuVernay 2007) when the
indigenous people were probably wiped out by the Europeans’ diseases. The
Mississippian culture consists of chiefdoms ranging in complexity and size that generally
contain a “primate multi-mound center” surrounded by sites of varying types and sizes
(Cobb 2003:68). Platform mounds are characteristic of the Mississippi Period in the
eastern U.S. and were established as the administrative centers for chiefdoms (Hally
1999). During the time of the Fort Walton culture, people “practiced patterns of mound
building, intensive agriculture, and hierarchical settlement arrangements” (Milanich
1994:355).
Many Fort Walton-period sites have components from earlier time periods. For
example, many Woodland mounds have intrusive burials from the Fort Walton period
(Marrinan and White 2007). These rare individuals were either of high status or possibly
lower-status people interred as offerings. The treatment of the dead in the Fort Walton
period is not as distinctive or standardized as it is in the Middle Woodland period
(Marrinan and White 2007). While most burials from the Fort Walton period are found in
mounds, a good number have also been found in cemeteries, villages, caves, and
campsites. Shahramfar (2008) notes that status alone was not the determining factor in
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burial placement, since “presumably lower-status” burials have been found at five Fort
Walton sites in northwest Florida.
Fort Walton culture was probably not a single political unit, but made up of
individual chiefdoms (Milanich 1994:371). Chiefs were seen as a link between the
villagers and their gods, and their elite status was likely spread to their families and
others who helped to perform rituals or ceremonies. The status these individuals had
during their lifetimes is often seen in their death, and they were given burial places in
either the platform mounds (Milanich 1994:370) or elite cemeteries as seen at the Corbin
Tucker site in northwest Florida (8Ca142) (White et al. 2012). Burial mounds are
uncommon in Fort Walton culture, which suggests “a decline in the importance of the
death cult and a concomitant rise in the significance of the tribal leaders” (Willey
1949:455).
The Fort Walton people were intensive agriculturalists who focused on maize
production. They supplemented their diet with beans and other cultigens, and foods that
were either hunted or collected. It is this use of the supplemental food sources combined
with agriculture that enabled the Fort Walton people to provide the nutritional base for
such large populations (Milanich 1994:364-365). However recent research in coastal and
estuarine areas around Apalachicola Bay has shown no evidence of agricultural
settlements but instead Fort Walton shell middens that continue the patterns of obtaining
aquatic resources begun many millennia earlier (White et al. 2012).
According to Bullen, the small triangular points made in North Florida during this
period represent the most efficient point manufacture. Bullen (1975) also states that such
a small mass most likely necessitated a feathered arrow and perhaps better bows.
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However, during Fort Walton times there is a curious lack of very large chipped-stone
tool assemblages in the Apalachicola Valley region, for unknown reasons.
Modern History of St. Vincent Island
The Spanish first arrived at the northern Gulf Coast in the 1520s with the Narvaez
expedition (Covey 1961). Though it is debated whether or not they visited the
Apalachicola delta region, White (2011) believes that the conquistadors moved north
through the Florida peninsula into Tallahassee and made it across Apalachicola Bay to St.
Vincent Island in 1528. The conquistadors were desperate and eating their horses at the
“Bay of Horses” (which is probably St. Marks). They decided to build rafts and sailed for
seven days westward through what were likely the sounds and Apalachicola Bay behind
the barrier islands, including along the north shore of St. Vincent Island. Such a route
matches the description (Covey 1961:47-50) in the only chronicle of the expedition, by
Cabeza de Vaca, one of the only four who ultimately survived it.
After a week, the Spanish approached an island close to the mainland and stopped to
steal some Indian canoes and food. They then went another approximately between 8.5 to
16 km until they reached a strait (which they named San Miguel) through which they
passed to come out at the open ocean. St. Vincent is 12-14 km wide at its wide north end,
and comes as close as 500 meters from the mainland at Indian Pass, on its west end.
White (2011) believes that the San Miguel strait had to have been Indian Pass. After
stopping at the end of this strait to use the canoes to repair their rafts, the hapless
explorers then proceeded westward to the Mississippi and on to the rest of their historic
journey.
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The first possible date we have for Europeans on the island is 1633, when
Franciscan monks are said to have visited on the feast day of St. Vincent, January 22, and
named the island accordingly (Jones 2003). There is no documented evidence to suggest
that St. Vincent Island was occupied during the Spanish or British colonial periods and
very little information on who was living in the coastal areas of the Apalachicola Valley
in the mid-1600s Mission Period. During the 2009 field season we recovered a British
gun flint and a protohistoric Indian gun flint from one site (8FR369) suggesting that,
whether they lived on St. Vincent or just visited, people were utilizing the island during
these time periods.
While it is unclear when and for how long they were present, the Creeks moved
into the area from Georgia and Alabama and brought with them a material culture, known
as Lamar, that dates to approximately 1700 (DuVernay 2011, White 2011). This culture’s
most diagnostic artifact is Lamar Complicated-Stamped pottery that has stamped patterns
that are considered much more sloppy and indistinguishable than Swift Creek
Complicated-Stamped pottery of 1300 years earlier. The fact that Lamar pottery is
characteristic of other historic Indians, such as the Apalachee at Mission San Luis in
Tallahassee and the Cherokee in north Georgia, is problematic. The British and their
Creek allies destroyed Florida’s Spanish missions in 1704. As a result, the makers of
Lamar pottery could be mission Indians who were fleeing the devastation or later Creeks
(White 2011). The Apalachicola delta coastal area has only a few Lamar habitation sites
(White 2005) on the barrier islands, including two sites on St. Vincent.
The Creeks in northwest Florida eventually began making a new, distinctive
pottery with a rough, brushed exterior. These Indians later became known as Seminoles;
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they fled the area for more southerly locales and were relocated west to Oklahoma by the
late eighteenth-early nineteenth century. Miller et al. (1980) stated that there was no
evidence for occupation during the Spanish or British colonial periods, but they
recovered only three sherds of brushed pottery that would indicate these latest historic
Indians. It is not clear that these very few sherds are of the type Chattahoochee Brushed,
and not just another form of pottery that might have brush marks from simply smoothing
the surfaces (Buffington 2009). However the British gun flint and protohistoric Indian
gun flint collected from the St. Vincent 10 (8FR369) site in 2009 suggest some kind of
early historic habitation, or at least some very late historic aboriginal people simply
moving along the Gulf and stopping briefly during their travels. In 1766 the shipwrecked
Frenchman Pierre Viaud, recorded small groups of Indians on the Apalachicola barrier
islands (most likely Dog Island), visiting seasonally (during the winter) to hunt and fish
(Fabel 1990). Though the names of these aboriginal groups were not noted, clearly they
were continuing a well-established use of the barrier islands.
The British took control of Florida from 1763 to 1783 and established widespread
trade with the Native Americans that continued even as the Spanish regained possession
of the territory from 1783 to 1821. Temporary use of St. Vincent Island by Spanish
military forces in 1815 is documented (Miller et al. 1980:30), at about the same time that
British military were briefly using St. George Island. During this time, the Panton, Leslie,
and Company trading outfit had a monopoly on the area. They offered everything from
slaves and horses to wine and butter (Coker 1986:25). The Indians accumulated a debt of
$113, 512 that was inherited from the Panton, Leslie, and Company trading outfit to the
Forbes Company (their predecessors) (Coker 1986:243). By 1811, the Indians were able
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to pay off these debts by ceding large tracts of land, including St. Vincent Island, in what
was known as the Forbes Purchase. Miller et al. (1980:30-37) describe the island’s
history for these many decades is in the well-researched historic background section of
their report.
The island continued to change hands throughout the nineteenth century. Robert
Floyd, a lawyer from Apalachicola, and his family built a house on the southeastern tip of
the island in 1858, where they raised chicken and cattle. In 1861, on the west end of the
island at the entrance to West Pass, a Confederate fort was built, only to be dismantled
less than six months later. In1868 the island was purchased by George Hatch, a former
mayor of Cincinnati, at public auction (Jones 2003). The Hatch family lived in
Apalachicola but raised cattle, cultivated corn and sweet potatoes, and occasionally
stayed on the island. After his death in 1875, Hatch was buried on the island. In 1890 the
island was sold to Edward P. Alexander, an ex-Confederate general. R.V. Pierce, a
wealthy doctor from Buffalo, New York known for his patent medicines, purchased the
island from the Alexander estate in 1907 with the intention of living there eight months
out of the year.
Pierce stocked the island with exotic game including Japanese deer, Sambar deer
(which he acquired from the New York Zoological Park), Virginia wild turkey, and quail
(Hornaday 1909). He also planted grains and grasses for his wildlife in addition to
continuing to raise cattle. After his death in 1914, the Pierce estate sold the island to
Vernon Price-Williams whose plans to market the island were foiled by the financial
collapse of 1929. After his death, Price-Williams’ family allowed logging during World
War II when a temporary bridge was built on the north shore to haul timber off the island.
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Alfred and Henry Loomis then purchased St. Vincent in 1948, when they added more
exotic animals, including zebra and elands (Jones 2003). The island was acquired by the
Nature Conservancy in 1968 which transferred it to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
the same year (Davis and Mokray 2000). The Sambar deer were the only exotic species
Fish and Wildlife allowed to remain on the island when it formally became St. Vincent
National Wildlife Refuge (Jones 2003). Cabins and other material remains from these
occupations remain on the island and are often used by biological and geological field
researchers. In recent years they have even undergone extensive restoration. The more
recent historic resources, including standing structures are well described in Kanaski’s
2004 and 2007 reports.
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Previous Archaeological Research

Phelps in 1970
In 1970 while working at Florida State University (FSU), David Phelps did an
archaeological survey on the island which included excavations at the St. Vincent 1
(8FR360) and St. Vincent 6 (8FR365) sites. Phelps most likely had heard of St. Vincent’s
rich archaeological resources and after walking the north shore, chose to excavate two of
the island’s richest sites. He never published an official report of his work, but Miller et
al. included information from Phelps’s field notes in their 1980 report in an effort to
disseminate his findings.
At St. Vincent 1, Phelps excavated a 3-x-3-ft (approximately 1-x-1-m) test square
in seven, 6 in (approximately 15 cm) levels; unfortunately no artifact counts were
available for this test excavation (Miller et al. 1980:42). At St. Vincent 6 Phelps
excavated a midden profile that was 5 ft (approx. 1.5 m) wide and 4.2 ft (approx. 1.2 m)
high (Miller et al. 1980:42). While this excavation recovered a wealth of diagnostic
sherds from the Fort Walton period, Late Archaic and Deptford ceramics were found
elsewhere at the site (Miller et al. 1980:46). Details of these findings are given in the
individual site reports below.
Phelps originally assigned site numbers for the sites on the island, but they were
later assigned to sites elsewhere in the state because Phelps never turned in any site
forms. When the 1980 survey was conducted by Miller et al. the sites were renumbered
and the site forms were finally submitted. Phelps’s lack of detailed recording has resulted
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in much confusion regarding the site numbers, records, and boxes of artifacts. When he
left Florida for East Carolina University (ECU), Phelps took all his artifacts and records
along with him. While most of the collections were later returned to FSU by his
successors, some records remained at ECU and some also went with Phelps to south
Florida when he retired in 2000. His recent death has left many notes and records in
chaos. There are currently boxes of artifacts in the FSU collections from St. Vincent that
I would like to include in this study, but cannot make sense of. These boxes either have
no provenience or confusing proveniences with contradictory labels. This is discussed
further below in the section on site numbering and other collections.
Miller, Griffin, and Fryman in 1978
Jim Miller, John Griffin, and Mildred Fryman, of Cultural Resources
Management, Inc. in Tallahassee, conducted a limited survey of St. Vincent in 1978. This
survey was done under contract with Interagency Archaeological Services for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, in compliance with the many federal laws covering cultural
resources. Their objectives were to conduct background research on the island, to
inventory archaeological sites, and to survey and determine if there would be any adverse
effects to archaeological sites from proposed construction for Refuge facilities. Geologist
Frank Stapor, then of the South Carolina Marine Resources Research Institute,
accompanied the team on the archaeological survey since he had worked at FSU with
Phelps in the 1960s and 1970s and had used St. Vincent’s geological and archaeological
data in his research of sea level curves (Stapor and Tanner 1977).
Miller et al. (1980) revisited Phelps’s 14 prehistoric sites and documented two
new ones: Big Bayou 1 (8FR356) and Big Bayou 2 (8FR357) (they also documented the
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Headquarters Marsh site (8FR358) which is located on the mainland, directly across from
the boat dock and site 8FR352, but this locale was not a part of the USF survey area).
They noted that sites were only found on the north shore of the island and that occupation
began with a few sites during the Late Archaic period, peaked during the Woodland
period, and then declined during the Mississippi Period. Their survey included surface
inspection, coring, and shovel testing. While the site boundaries from the 1978 survey
were recorded as polygons of varying size with gaps between each site on USGS
quadrangle maps, the recent USF investigations have determined over the last decade that
the entire north shoreline appears to be one large line of shell midden. Because storms in
recent years have washed away a great deal of cultural deposits, and also redeposited
shell midden material in some places, one of our goals was to determine what is left of
these previously recorded sites and to establish more accurate site boundaries. Most
likely these sites were accumulated regularly over several thousand of years allowing the
original boundaries of refuse piles to disappear as trash accumulated and expanded
horizontally and merged into vertical strata. The archaeological sites recorded during the
1970 and 1978 surveys can be seen in Figure 3.
Braley in 1981
In 1981 Chad Braley, of Southeastern Wildlife Services (now Southeastern
Archaeological Services, Inc.) in Athens, Georgia, conducted archaeological testing at
Paradise Point (8FR71). He was asked to work on this site, located at the northeast tip of
the island, in order to determine the significance of the site before waves and storms
caused detrimental amounts of erosion (Braley 1982:ix) and also because a burial had just
eroded out of the site and an assessment was needed.
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Braley obtained a radiocarbon date of A.D. 240 for the earliest occupation of the
site, but questioned its accuracy due to a paucity of complicated-stamped sherds in the
ceramic assemblage (Braley 1982:38). He suggested that the site was only occupied
seasonally by a relatively small group of people and that agriculture did not play an
important role in their diet. Though Braley (1982:47) used the association with a Wakulla
Check-Stamped pottery sherd to date the human remains to the Woodland period, checkstamped pottery in northwest Florida can date from Deptford (Early Woodland) times
through the contact period (a span of over 2500 years) (Marrinan and White 2007), and
so it is not usually used as a diagnostic type.
Kanaski in 2004 and 2007
In April of 2004 a local fisherman discovered a burial near Pickalene Bar, an
oyster bar on the north shore of the island, at what appeared to be the St. Vincent 6 site
(8FR365) (Kanaski 2004), which has occupation ranging from the Deptford to the Fort
Walton period. While there was some looting and illegal transport of the bones off the
island, the NWR staff recovered the remains. After consultation with several different
Native American tribal representatives, Richard Kanaski, the National Wildlife Refuge
archaeologist for the Southeast region, reburied the skeleton at an undisclosed location.
He has also documented the assortment of historic structures on the island and made sure
that the remaining buildings are conserved and stabilized (Kanaski 2007).
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Figure 3. Previously recorded archaeological sites (8FR prefix not shown for sites)

University of South Florida, 1980s through 2000s
Nancy White first visited St. Vincent in the 1980s while accompanying a crew of
visiting geologists on a sightseeing trip of the island. She has since taken her student field
schools to walk the shell middens of the north shore and observe the landscape of the
interior of the island. In the summer of 2008 White and I accompanied FSU geologist Joe
Donoghue, Regional NWR archaeologist Rick Kanaski, and Supporters of St. Vincent
leader Denise Williams on a visit to the north shore, especially Paradise Point on the
northeast end. The purpose of this visit was to discuss the possibility of setting up a fullscale archaeological project at the Paradise Point (8FR71) site (which was conducted on a
small-scale in March 2010), and other investigations of the island.
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Survey Design, Methods, and Results
The main catalyst for USF’s 2009 survey was a need for public education about
the rich archaeological record of St. Vincent, the illegality of collecting artifacts from this
federal property, and the devastating effect artifact collection has on the archaeological
record. While we had known of this need for some time, the Supporters of St. Vincent
encouraged the project and helped enable it with volunteers and donations. As a result,
this project was conducted as an amalgamation of public archaeology and scientific
research. White obtained the federal research permit and, in addition to writing this
thesis, I am assisting her write the required report which we hope to complete in 2012.
Project Goals
The objectives of our survey were to investigate all previously recorded sites on
St. Vincent, record any previously unknown sites, and test one or two of the most
important sites on the island to obtain well-controlled material and data on at least one
intensive, prehistoric, occupational component. This project is meant to illustrate the
culture history, environmental associations, and processes of cultural change on the
island through time in native adaptations. In order to cover the whole island and evaluate
sites as well as possible, extensive background research with collections, collectors, and
other records were executed in addition to the field work.
This project inventoried the archaeological record while keeping in mind that the
data would need to be used by the Refuge’s managers to aid them in the protection of the
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island’s resources. Establishing a volunteer monitoring and protection program and
training the first group of monitors were the final goals of this project.
Field Methods
Field methods included the following:
1. surface survey of the known prehistoric habitation area: north shore, east shore,
and Big Bayou;
2. shovel testing and coring the interior of the island (which had not been
researched before);
3. excavation of test units at one of the island’s richest sites (8FR364) and one that
could tell us most about sea level stands (8FR71);
4. obtaining information from people who are knowledgeable about the island
including the Refuge staff, local residents, FSU geologists, and archaeologists
who previously worked there;
5. examining the artifact collections of FSU, the DHR, the Refuge office, and
private individuals;
6. deriving prehistoric subsistence data from the preserved zooarchaeological
assemblage of one of the excavated test units.

Since the island was such a large survey area to cover and we expected to find
cultural material all along the north and east shores and Big Bayou, our eight-person crew
would often break into two groups for surface survey to cover more ground and more
sites. When surveying the shoreline we would do at least two transects with two people
each (for safety), one along the eroding shoreline and one a distance inland. Because our
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crew was an archaeological field school, we had time constraints on our research because
we only had a set number of days to work on the island. The allotted time was constricted
even more due to frequent summer showers and thunderstorms and logistics of reaching
and moving around the island. As a result, the test unit at 8FR71 was not excavated
during the summer of 2009 but on a second visit to the island in March 2010.
During fieldwork we would access the shorelines by driving our field vehicle to
the nearest access point on one of the island’s roads, and walk through the forests the rest
of the way to the shore. While we were able to drive on a number of the island’s roads,
some were closed off to allow wildlife and forest to come back. Some of the open roads
were flooded due to summer storms or blown away in recent years. For some trips we
used the NWR vehicles that had already been brought to the island and for others our
USF truck, which was brought on and off the island by the NWR barge.
Since the fieldwork was done mainly during the summer (May 20 through June
13), the conditions included long daylight hours, high heat and humidity, a plethora of
insects, bright sunlight, and the aforementioned showers and thunderstorms. Our March
2010 field day was fairly different with cold weather, overcast skies, scattered rain, and
biting gnats (instead of the mosquitoes and yellow flies of the summer months).
Shovel Testing and Coring
Previous archaeological work on St. Vincent failed to investigate the interior of
the island. We did not expect to find any sites on the interior of the island because the
inhabitants of St. Vincent would have been getting a large majority of their diet easily
from coastal resources. The Gulf shore is more dynamic and devoid of fresh water so
most, if not all sites were also expected to be on the bayside shoreline. The other barrier
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islands in the area also do not have sites on their interiors or Gulf shores (White 1997).
But these other islands are all long and thin with no wide, interior zone, unlike St.
Vincent, and the Gulf shore is more dynamic and devoid of fresh water. However, since it
is important for a good survey to sample even areas of low probability, 10 shovel tests
were excavated in the interior of the island so that we could confirm our presumptions.
Locations of the shovel tests were chosen in a judgmental fashion based on ease of access
and gaps in our knowledge. The results from those shovel tests are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of shovel test data on St. Vincent Island, with UTM coordinates
Shovel Test E

N

Max
depth

1
2

679665 3280165 100 cm
676955 3284084 93 cm

3

679381 3282893 98 cm

4
5
6

683100 3279827 100 cm
676275 3284724 100 cm
683170 3281104 100 cm

7
8

679744 3281100 95 cm
676163 3284484 40 cm

9
10

674471 3284334 104 cm
680425 3282233 89 cm
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Stratigraphy
all light beach sand
all light beach sand
0-25 cm grey topsoil
25-98 cm light sand
0-34 cm grey topsoil
34-100 cm
peachy/orange sand
all light beach sand
all light beach sand

Cultural
Material
None
None
None

None
None

0-40 cm white sand
40-95 cm bright
orange/salmon sand
all light beach sand None
0-60 cm peachy
orange sand
60-91 cm white sand
91-104 cm dark grey
all light beach sand None

After shovel testing the interior of the island and finding no cultural material, our
assumptions were supported. All the tests uncovered soils of medium coarse beach/dune
sand, which was either light gray (10YR 6/1) from the organic material in the topsoil, or
white (approximately 10YR 8/1) like the beach. These tests also occasionally contained
some light orange/salmon-colored mineral staining. At some points during the survey, it
was quicker to use a coring tool to test for the presence of dark midden soils. Using a 7.5
cm (3 in) diameter bucket auger, we excavated four cores throughout the survey; they did
not produce any cultural material.
To add further support to our findings that there was no prehistoric occupation of
the interior of the island, we referred to the geological testing Beth Forrest (2007)
conducted on the island. As a graduate student at FSU, Forrest dug a series of trenches,
with assistance of heavy equipment operated by Refuge employee Dale Shiver, in order
to collect vibracore samples to use to date the beach ridges on the island. Since our
shovel tests revealed nothing but pure white beach sand, we asked Shiver if they found
any dark soil in Forrest’s trenches that might be archaeological. Shiver said that they too
only found white sand. These trenches were much larger than either our shovel tests or
test units and therefore help contribute to the picture of subsurface testing on the whole
island.
Test Excavation
There are several previously recorded sites located along St. Vincent’s north
shore, but it is unclear how they could be determined not to represent one continuous site.
Probably the archaeologists recording them drew site boundaries where the surface
material along the shore stopped appearing, at the time they visited. These sites would

36

have formed as accumulations of small debris piles from individual depositional events,
probably seasonal occupations, and over time began to overlap until they formed a thick
midden. The north shore of the island is also where erosion and road destruction are the
heaviest. One of aims of placing a test unit in this area was to learn the age of the midden
and determine if the materials had been redeposited by wind and waves or if they were in
their original depositional location. The location of this test unit was judgmentally-chosen
near a recently fallen tree at one of the richest recorded sites. The tree’s upturned roots
exposed deep cultural deposits, which looked to be archaeologically promising. This area
is a part of the St. Vincent 5 site (8FR364), on the east side of the intersection of the
Pickalene oyster bar and the north shore of the island.
The first unit, a 1-x-1-m test, was excavated approximately 100 m back from the
shoreline of 8FR364 approximately 5 m south of the road. The unit was excavated with
shovels, trowels, and picks, in arbitrary 10-cm levels. Excavated soil was waterscreened
at a station that was set up nearer to the shore. A 5.5 hp Honda pump was used to draw
water out of St. Vincent Sound and into garden hoses. The pump also had to be flushed
out with a cooler full of freshwater at the end of each working day so that the saltwater
would not cause it to corrode and freeze up. With the exception of a 9-liter soil sample
and a 1-liter permanent soil sample from each level, all soil from the test unit was waterscreened through 1/8 in (approximately 3.2 mm) mesh. The soil matrix was nearly all
oyster shell in blackened sand, and extended over a meter deep. We closed the unit when
excavations revealed pure white, shell-free, culturally sterile sand at a depth of 110 cm.
Details and results of this unit are presented in the test excavation chapter.
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The second test unit was excavated at the Paradise Point (8FR71) site with the
goals of obtaining geological data and an optically-stimulated luminescence (OSL) date,
as well as strengthening both the sea-level and the archaeological reconstructions of the
site developed by earlier researchers (Stapor and Tanner 1977, and Braley 1982,
respectively). Because field methods were much trickier at this inaccessible site, less
archaeological control was possible. Since modern sea-level is higher than much of the
midden zone, we had to choose a time for this excavation when the tide would be at its
lowest, but also when the Refuge’s airboat operator and the FSU geologists were
available. Two scheduled trips in 2009 had previously been cancelled, one due to typical
summer lightning storms and the other due to tropical storm Claudette; it wasn’t until
March 2010 that all the conditions allowed for our excavation.
Field conditions here consisted of cold rain, rapidly rising tides, biting gnats that
were small enough to fit through head-nets, and severe time constraints that did not allow
the excavation of a complete meter-square unit. Instead we elected to clean a profile of
the shoreline face and take samples for dating before the water rose too high. With the
exception of a 2.5-liter flotation sample, all soil from this unit was waterscreened through
1/8 in (approximately 3.2 mm) mesh. Since space was limited on the airboat we did not
bring the Honda pump on this trip, but instead used buckets of water directly out of St.
Vincent Sound for waterscreening. Details and results of all this work are also presented
in the test excavation chapter.
Laboratory Methods
The artifacts from St. Vincent were identified using the standard typologies for
the Apalachicola Valley Region. The pottery types used in identification were based on
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those first described and identified by Willey (1949), based on the previous works of
Moore (1901), Fewkes (1928), and others in the first half of the twentieth century. For his
research Willey spent three months traveling along the Gulf coast conducting excavations
at six sites and visiting 87 others with Richard Woodbury. He never visited St. Vincent
Island even though he visited Indian Pass Point, located just a few hundred meters away
from the island on the mainland (Willey 1949). In this work Willey defined ceramics by
emphasizing time periods, not cultures and tied northwest Florida ceramics to the
sequences from the Lower Mississippi Valley, central and coastal Georgia, and the
central Gulf Coast of Florida (Milanich 2007). While Willey’s work remains a seminal
piece in Florida archaeology, some types were later added, like the Fort Walton-period
Cool Branch Incised by Sears (1967), and some of these types were later refined by
White (2009) into a Northwest Florida Sorting Guide.
Standard archaeological procedure was used to classify stone tools, historic
bottles, historic gun flints, and other items. FSU zooarchaeologist Rochelle Marrinan and
her student in Tallahassee identified faunal remains from controlled samples. The
flotation samples taken from both test units were processed back at the lab in Tampa. The
fraction sizes of graduated screens used for this procedure were as follows: Fraction A
was 1/4 in (0.63 cm), Fraction B was 0.034 in (0.86 cm, also known as geological screen
#20), and Fraction C was 0.0116 in (0.02 cm, also known as geological screen #50).
The processing of artifacts included washing, classifying, weighing, and then
listing all data in a database for future research and curation/collections management
purposes. The hand-written catalog sheets were also kept for each provenience. USF
catalog numbers were assigned to each provenience beginning with the site number
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(omitted from the tables below in the site descriptions), then the year (-09 or -10), then
the provenience number. While visiting the BAR in Tallahassee and the collections
housed there, all diagnostic artifacts were counted and weighed, but due to time
constraints we only counted non-diagnostic material. A majority of the diagnostic
material at the BAR was also photographed.
Currently all materials and records from the 2009 and 2010 fieldwork are curated
at the USF archaeology lab in Tampa. Unfortunately there are no curation facilities on the
island or at the Refuge’s office in Apalachicola, and no federal repository nearby. The
DHR in Tallahassee currently curates Braley’s St. Vincent material as well as donated
collections that have been taken from the island’s shores by both amateurs and
professionals.
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Previously Identified Archaeological Sites
This comprehensive description of St. Vincent Island’s prehistoric sites begins by
discussing the previously recorded sites, including earlier work and the USF field
investigations, and then lists the newly recorded sites Big Bayou South (8FR1265) and
Mallard Slough (8FR1277). First, I address the problems with previously recorded sites
before describing our operations and each site’s current condition.
Site Boundaries
The north shore of St. Vincent consists of nearly continuous cultural materials
appearing in a linear distribution. While it looks as though prehistoric people were
discarding their garbage along the shoreline over millennia, areas of washout or
redeposited sand occasionally cause areas where no cultural material occurs. Previous
surveys of the island have used these gaps as cause to assign different site numbers. We
observed during the 2009 fieldwork that sometimes these gaps were formed by
freshwater rivulets, which often originate in the swales behind the beach ridge and flow
out into the bay. Sometimes digging into the water at the mouth of these rivulets would
produce midden material, indicating again that these gaps may just be arbitrary and may
vary in size and location based upon seasonal rainfall or other natural conditions. While I
believe the entire north shore is comprised of only a few sites, to keep with scientific
protocol this project uses the established site numbers and indicates in the discussion
where possible arbitrary distinctions between some of the sites occur.
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Site Numbers
In extensive email conversations, Jim Miller and I concluded that there were
already various problems with the site numbering by the time he began his survey in
1980. Miller had worked on Phelps’s 1970 St. Vincent project and was therefore familiar
with some of the sites on the island. After contacting Phelps (who left FSU for East
Carolina University [ECU] and took with him all artifacts, notes, and records from his
Florida projects) and asking for the site records several times, Miller traveled to ECU to
get the material. Miller believes he received copies of field book pages from St. Vincent
but that no final report or site forms were submitted from the 1970 project.
Phelps had numbered sites in Franklin County 8FR: 1, 2, 4-6, 8-11, 13, 22, 23, 2527, 38-47, 45-55, 57-71, and possibly some additional numbers. Most of those numbers
do not pertain to the St. Vincent Island sites but are elsewhere in the county. Since no site
forms had been submitted to the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) during Phelps’s time at
ECU, the site numbers he had given to the St. Vincent sites were used by the FMSF for
other sites. This explains how 8FR60 became a site in the town of East Point, 8FR61 the
Powder Magazine in Apalachicola, and so forth, though Phelps’s system had used these
numbers for St. Vincent Island sites.
It appears that in December of 1980, someone from the FMSF attempted to
correct the problem with the site numbers. Site 8FR38, which is located not on St.
Vincent but on Alligator Point, was given the same number as 8FR52, Pickalene Indian
Mounds on St. Vincent. The Pickalene Indian Mounds site consists of discrete middens
that Phelps gave individual numbers (8FR66, 8FR67, 8FR68, 8FR69). The number
8FR38 was also given to the site by the Florida State Museum, but it included Phelps’s
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four separate middens previously mentioned. The FMSF also lists 8FR54 as maybe
having been renumbered to 8FR55, while its site form says “Delete; is FR6.” Miller
believes that the 8FR38/38A/52 problem may stem from the fact that before the FMSF
was established in the 1960s, each archaeology program kept its own version of the site
file. The programs were supposed to coordinate with each other, especially when they
were within another’s “territory.” The name Kermit Brown appears on the 8FR52 site
form. Brown was a museum fabricator at the Museum of Florida History (now the
Florida Museum of Natural History) in Gainesville. It is possible that Brown was on a
trip to the FSU territory and if there was no coordination with the site numbers, FSU may
have assigned 8FR52 to a location that Gainesville already recorded as 8FR38.
Miller said that when he began work in 1980 he realized that the numbers from
Phelps’s notes could not be used as they were, and he reassigned site numbers in a way
that new numbers might correspond to the old. Miller decided to add 300 to each of
Phelps’s site numbers and coordinated it with the FMSF. Hence 8FR52 became 8FR352
and so forth. The Paradise Point (8FR71) site was not added to the new system of
numbering but retained its original number because there was no conflict with another
site in the FMSF. Unfortunately, many of the boxes of materials at FSU still have either
Phelps’s original numbers on them or undecipherable numbers that prevent associating
the boxes with specific sites. There are also no field books or other records on file at
FSU.
St. Vincent should be used as a cautionary tale to future researchers and
archaeological workers both on the island and elsewhere. It is important that they
establish clear and distinctive site names and boundaries, make maps as soon as possible,
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and submit site forms to the FMSF immediately, in order to resolve and hopefully
prevent any confusion on site numbers. Luckily the FMSF now does not assign site
numbers without receiving official site forms.
Site Descriptions
The following are descriptions of all the known prehistoric Native American sites
on St. Vincent Island, summarized in Table 2. As noted above, historic sites and
structures have been excluded. Sites are described in numerical order.

No.

Table 2. Prehistoric Archaeological Sites on St. Vincent Island
Name
Location
Age
Comments
Late Archaic, Early/Middle
Eastern portion of
Very significant,
Woodland, Fort Walton,
north shore
very endangered
historic Indian

8FR71

Paradise
Point

8FR352

Early/Middle Woodland,
St. Vincent North shore right
Fort Walton, Historic
Island Ferry across Indian Pass
Indian

Very
endangered

8FR354

St. Vincent North portion of Middle/Late Woodland,
Point
island’s east shore Fort Walton

Heavily affected
by erosion

8FR356 Big Bayou
1
Big Bayou
8FR357
2

South shore of Big
Poss. Fort Walton
Bayou

Small site, fairly
isolated from
public

South shore of Big
Bayou, ~800m
Fort Walton
east of 8FR356

Small site, fairly
isolated from
public

8FR360

St. Vincent North shore of
1
island

Late Archaic, Deptford,
Swift Creek, Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

8FR361

St. Vincent North shore of
2
island

Late Archaic, Woodland,
Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

Unknown

Significant;
difficult to
access

Early/Middle/Late
Woodland

Significant;
difficult to
access

St. Vincent North shore of
8FR362
3
island

8FR363

St. Vincent North shore of
4
island
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Table 2. (Continued)
8FR364

St. Vincent North shore of
5
island

Early/Middle/Late
Woodland, Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

8FR365

St. Vincent North shore of
6
island

Late Archaic,
Early/Middle/Late
Woodland, Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

8FR366

St. Vincent North shore of
7
island

Early/Middle/Late
Woodland, Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

8FR367

St. Vincent North shore of
8
island

Early/Middle/Late
Woodland

Significant; very
endangered

8FR368

St. Vincent North shore of
9
island

Middle/Late Woodland,
Fort Walton

Significant; very
endangered

At mouth of Big
St. Vincent Bayou, West side, Fort Walton, Historic
8FR369
10
across from
Indian
8FR370
At mouth of Big
Bayou, East side, Middle/Late Woodland,
8FR370
across from
Historic Euro-American
8FR369
St. Vincent North shore of
Early/Middle/Late
8FR825 island West island
Woodland, Fort Walton
Site
St. Vincent East shore of
8FR830
Point South island
8FR1265 Big Bayou
South
8FR1277 Mallard
Slough

Fort Walton

South shore of Big
Middle/Late Woodland,
Bayou, west of
Fort Walton
8FR356
East shore of
island by Mallard Unknown
slough

Significant; very
endangered

Significant; very
endangered
Significant; very
endangered
Should be
merged with
8FR354
Significant,
fairly isolated
from public
Heavily eroded

The operations, materials recovered, and a brief summary of the cultural
interpretation are described for each site. The format used is that of previous
archaeological work in the area done over the last 30+ years (White 1981). The sites are
presented in numerical order, with the exception of the two sites where test units were
excavated. These two are discussed in the following section. The categories of data are
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standard for most archaeological surveys. The artifacts that were studied in person are
described, given weights, and as many other details as possible. UTM coordinates are
provided for all sites, with smaller sites just having a centerpoint listed and larger sites
having the eastern and western boundaries listed. It should be noted that the site sizes are
strictly approximations. The soil types were obtained from the USDA Soil Conservation
Service standard manual (Sasser et al. 1994). While it is recommended that all sites be
monitored constantly and systematically, this is simply not feasible. As a result, sites that
are at highest risk of damage from looters and shoreline erosion are noted.
For each site below I list the official map location, idea of physiographical
setting, estimated area, elevation, stratigraphy (when known), soils present, vegetative
communities in the area, discovery method, time period, integrity, significance, impacts,
and Refuge recommendations. Every UTM given is in Zone 16. All elevation data are
taken from the 1982 series USGS quadrangle maps, specifically the West Pass and Indian
Pass maps. The known stratigraphy is based on either previous archaeological and
geological fieldwork, or USF’s 2009 shovel tests and test units. For the sites where
stratigraphy is unknown, it is because digging there was simply not feasible due to time
and money constraints. The discovery method for each site is taken from its site form and
the period of occupation is based on the artifact assemblages. The integrity, significance,
impacts, and Refuge recommendations are all based on what we saw during our 2009 and
2010 fieldwork and what we have gathered from the monitoring reports.
Since Phelps did not leave any field notes or submit site forms to the state, the
official site forms consist of what Miller recorded much later. It is believed that on his
trip to North Carolina, while doing background research for his 1981 report, Miller only
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came across old site forms that Phelps and filled out but never turned in. Site update
forms for all previously recorded sites will be completed and turned in to the FMSF once
the final St. Vincent Island report is finished.
Artifacts from stored collections are described as given. Miller et al. did not
provide the weights for artifacts in their report and due to time constraints we chose to
weigh only diagnostic material at the BAR. The types that Phelps, Miller et al., and
Braley used are not necessarily used for all USF collected material. We found that many
of the types they cite in their reports are now obsolete, since in the nearly 30 years since
their work these types have been redefined, discontinued, or combined with others thanks
to current research. Miller et al.’s report also uses the term “plain sherd.” Since the
tempers of these ceramics are not known, we chose to keep that term in place. The BAR
does not house the artifacts from Phelps survey that Miller published in his report. It is
possible that they are at FSU, but the St. Vincent material housed there is so poorly
labeled and has been so badly disturbed that it is hard to identify anything. As a result,
any of the artifacts that Miller described are listed as “Poss. at FSU” in the Materials
Recovered sections.

Paradise Point, 8FR71: Since a test unit was excavated at site Paradise Point, it has an
extended discussion in the following chapter under “test excavation.”

St. Vincent Island Ferry Site, 8FR352
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 672660 N 3284520
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Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, on St. Vincent Sound east of present
day boat dock, approximately 700 m across Indian Pass from Indian Pass Peninsula
Area: Approximately 100 m² (estimated from site form)
Elevation: Sea level to approximately 2 m
Stratigraphy: Since no controlled excavations have been conducted at the site,
stratigraphic data are limited to a core that was taken during the 2009 survey. The core
occurred at E 67664 N 3284688, approximately 47-50 m south of the beach shore (at high
tide) in order to determine the extent of the site. The core was drilled into an existing hole
(possibly an animal burrow) which extended 12 cm below the ground surface.
Stratigraphy was as follows:
0-12 cm

dark topsoil

12-72 cm

white sand

72-80 cm

water

Soils: Beaches; Resota fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slope; Duckston-Rutledge-Corolla
complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub, grass,
outhouse and small building called the “chicken shack” (an old chicken coup located on
the main road, across from the parking facility for Refuge vehicles; now used as a storage
shed; Figure 4)
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980; also recorded by H.A. Chamberlen and Kermit Brown from FSM in
1971
Time Period: Swift Creek, Fort Walton, Lamar
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Figure 4. View of exposed midden at 8FR352, facing south towards chicken shack
(photo by Denise Williams)
Integrity: Fair. While the site has been disturbed by the Refuge’s boat dock and
reportedly used as a borrow area throughout the years, a large number of cultural
materials are still present, though modern shell has been mixed into the prehistoric
midden materials.
Significance: Potentially high, if intact cultural deposits can be located, since this site is
located closest to the mainland and has likely been used as a docking spot for millennia.
Further testing should be conducted before any additional development or alteration.
Impacts: Coastal erosion, looting, borrowing of shell and soil, construction of boat dock,
and dumping of fresh oyster shell fill
Recommendation: Extensive and intensive monitoring; improved signage; instruct
Refuge staff and Supporters of St. Vincent NWR to tell visitors that collecting is
prohibited. While erosion seems to be only a minor factor at this site, its location makes it
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a prime spot for looting. When people arrive at the island and tie up their boat on the
dock, 8FR352 is the first site they encounter. The site being disturbed means that even
more artifacts are left scattered on the shore. Extensive monitoring is recommended.
Field Investigation: It is possible that Phelps learned of this site from a local informant,
since the earliest known curated collection of artifacts from this site, housed at the DHR
Bureau of Archaeological Research (BAR) collections facility in Tallahassee, is labeled
as a collection from Thompson in the 1960s. While it is unknown who Thompson was, it
is possible that Phelps saw this collection before or sometime during his trip to St.
Vincent. Undoubtedly any archaeologist could visit the island and see artifacts scattered
along the shore at the boat dock, as Phelps likely did. After Phelps’s visit, the site was
recorded by H.A. Chamberlen and Kermit Brown from the FSM 1971, but was not
entered into the FMSF until 1980 when Miller submitted the official site form.
On their 1980 survey just west of 8FR352 where construction for a “subheadquarters complex” had been proposed, Miller et al. dug numerous shovel tests on the
upland dunes and excavated several profiles near the edge of the water. No cultural
material was uncovered during this investigation. Miller et al. also summarized Phelps’s
material in their report. All the diagnostic sherds from Phelps’s 1970 survey dated to the
Fort Walton period, but a flint core and a flint blade were also found at the site. Miller
told me that when he went through the boxes of artifacts retrieved from Phelps’s house
that he saw what looked to be a fragment of a steatite bowl from 8FR352. Unfortunately,
there is no photo of this in the 1980 report and my research did not uncover the fragment
at FSU.
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During our 2009 field survey, the four crew members systematically surfacesurveyed the shore of 8FR352 in a transect that started at the boat dock and moved east.
This team found many sherds continuously washing out along the shore of the site but
none that were diagnostic until we reached E 672636 N 3284740 (northeast of the
chicken shack) where we encountered a section of exposed midden face. One sherd
removed from this exposed area was a Lake Jackson plain sherd with a notched collar
(Figure 6).
A second team of three crew members surface inspected the wooded area of
8FR352 in an eastward transect that ran just south of the treeline. A crew member noted
that the site seems to begin where the palm trees end and the pine trees begin at E 672794
N 3284735. This team also excavated a core, which is described in greater detail in
8FR352’s “Stratigraphy” section above. No cultural materials were found in this core. A
broken celt, made from an atypical olivine rich greenstone, was found on the surface of
8FR352 near the chicken shack.
Site Summary: The St. Vincent Island Ferry site consists of multiple components (Swift
Creek, Fort Walton, and Lamar) and despite its decades and possibly centuries of
disturbances has a great deal of prehistoric and protohistoric material still. It is not
surprising that this is such a rich site. The westernmost point of the site is only 700 m
from the Indian Pass Peninsula, making it the closest spot on the island to the mainland
and the most likely landing place for people crossing back and forth. While Miller et al.’s
1980 survey only identified Fort Walton-period ceramics from Phelps’s material, our
2009 survey found a Swift Creek (Middle Woodland) sherd, one Lamar (unidentified
protohistoric native) sherd, and another possible Lamar sherd in addition to four Fort
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Walton sherds (Figures 5 and 6). The battered greenstone celt fragment is likely from
either the Middle Woodland or Fort Walton periods (or possibly protohistoric) (Figure 7).
The BAR material contained a Lamar sherd and both Swift Creek and early Weeden
Island ceramic types diagnostic of the Middle Woodland. The check-stamped sherds
could be from any point in the Woodland or Fort Walton periods. One lot of artifacts at
the BAR was labeled as the Thompson collection from 8FR352 collected in the 1960s.
Another lot of artifacts was labeled as “poss8FR352.” Since they are not definitively
from site 8FR352, these artifacts are listed separately below. Artifacts housed at the BAR
can be seen in Figures 8 and 9.

Figure 5. Top from left: Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped sherd with concentric circle,
Lamar Complicated-Stamped sherd with notched rim; Bottom from left: Lamar or Lake
Jackson Plain pinched rim, indeterminate punctate rim sherd Woodland/Protohistoric, all
recovered by USF from 8FR352 in 2009 (all Cat. No. 09-1)
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Figure 6. Lake Jackson plain rim sherds recovered by USF, from 8FR352 in 2009 (Cat.
No. 09-6)

Figure 7. Celt fragment, from 8FR352 found 20 m due east of chicken shack recovered
by USF in 2009 (Cat. No. 09-10)
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Figure 8. Projectile point labeled as “poss8FR352” housed at the BAR in Tallahassee
(Cat. No. 01.17.3.23)

Figure 9. Point Washington Incised sherd with a possible hand motif and a drill hole on
the left side from 8FR352 housed at the BAR in Tallahassee (Cat. No. 01.17.1.9)
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The ceramics from 8FR352 are somewhat unusual for this area. The site had four
shell-tempered sherds that were collected in 2009. The Fort Walton late prehistoric
adaptation in the area is unlike other Mississippian material culture in the Southeast and
typically only has ceramics with grit, sand, or grog tempering (Willey 1949, Marrinan
and White 2007) with only about 1-5 percent shell-tempered pottery. These Pensacola
Plain and Incised sherds indicate interaction with the Pensacola series which is found
farther west along Florida’s Gulf Coast. The Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped sherd
which was recovered from the site provides evidence of an Early/Middle Woodland
occupation. A single cob-marked sherd in the BAR collection, corroborates the
cultivation of maize at a farther inland, riverine site during the Fort Walton period. Since
there is currently no evidence of maize cultivation on the coast, this cob-marked sherd
may represent an interaction between coastal and riverine populations. It can be seen
from the artifact assemblage, that this site had a large Fort Walton occupation. As to be
expected, with any Fort Walton site, grit-tempered pottery is the most common at
8FR352. If the BAR materials listed as “poss8FR352” are included in the artifact
assemblage, then an Early Woodland component can be added since this collection
contained a ceramic podal support indicative of the Early Woodland.

Table 3. Materials Recovered, 8FR352
Cat. #
Poss. at
FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

Materials
18 Lake Jackson Plain
8 Fort Walton Incised
2 Marsh Island Incised
4 Pinellas Incised
13 Pensacola Plain
1 flint core
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Wt (g)

Table 3. (Continued)
Poss. at
FSU

Surface, Phelps 1 flint blade
1970

BAR 01.17
donation to BAR,
Thompson
collection from
1960s, probably
from surface

1 Lamar Plain sherd
33 Fort Walton Incised
9 Pensacola Plain
23 Pensacola Incised
8 Lake Jackson Plain
2 Cool Branch Incised
3 Point Washington Incised
2 Carrabelle Punctate
5 Weeden Island Incised
1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped disk
21 check-stamped
24 sand-tempered plain

32.6
961.0
144.6
357.8
347.4
88.3
50.9
48.3
31.5
31.1

01.17

6 Lamar Plain
4 Lamar or Lake Jackson Plain
4 Lake Jackson Plain
27 Fort Walton Incised
2 Cool Branch Incised
1 Weeden Island Plain, red-painted
1 sand-tempered plain podal support
28 check-stamped
12 indeterminate incised
64 sand-tempered plain
1 projectile point
2 square shaped bifaces, weathered chert
1 unifacial scraper
1 secondary decortication flake
1 indeterminate rock
1 horse conch shell hammer
1 lightning whelk shell hammer
1 shell scoop
2 oyster shell

116.4
66.5
97.5
227.5
78.4
29.7
42.3

BAR collection
labeled
“poss 8FR352"
unknown
donor,
probably
surface

USF
Surface,
8FR352- concentration
-09-1
E672636
N3284740

1 Lamar Complicated-Stamped rim,
notched
1 Lamar or Lake Jackson Plain rim,
pinched
1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 indeterminate punctate rim, grit-t
56

50.2
7.6
47.2
14.6
49.2
146.3
131.5
63.3

17.9
9.4
37.6
7.7

Table 3. (Continued)
USF
Surface,
8FR352- concentration
-09-1
E672636
N3284740

2 indeterminate incised rims
1 sand-tempered plain
3 grit and grog-tempered plain
4 grog-tempered plain
3 shell-tempered plain
12 grit-tempered plain
1 turtle bone fragment

09-2

in sand/fill near
boat dock

1 grit-tempered plain sherd

09-3

in situ 22cm below 1 sand-tempered plain
surface in exposed
midden

5.1

09-4

surface,
1 Lake Jackson plain rim, notched
E672620 N3284750

5.7

09-5

surface, forest floor 1 grog-tempered plain

39.0

09-6

in situ 25 cm below 1 Lake Jackson Plain rim, notched collar
surface in exposed
bank face

25.0

09-7

surface,
E672720
N3284729

23.0
54.7
74.0

09-8

surface,
1 brick fragment, dull pink interior,
E67262 N3284752 gray exterior

09-9

18 cm below
surface, E672636
N3284740

3 indeterminate incised
2 grit and grog-tempered sherds
6 grit-tempered plain

1 grit-tempered plain
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13.1
4.1
19.3
40.7
21.1
63.3
2.7

7.5

208.0

6.9

Table 3. (Continued)
09-10

surface of forest,
20m E of chicken
shack

1 broken celt, possible greenstone

208.0

09-11

surface,
E672612
N3284755

1 indeterminate punctate
2 indeterminate incised, grit-tempered
1 fingernail-punctated
1 indeterminate punctated
1 cob-marked
1 sand-tempered plain
1 shell-tempered plain
1 grog-tempered plain
5 grit and grog-tempered plain
14 grit-tempered plain
2 rusted metal fragments
1 oyster shell fragment

1.7
6.2
12.6
3.6
3.8
13.7
16.4
0.8
129.8
36.5
2.4
0.2

09-12

surface, E672746
N3284736

1 Lake Jackson Plain rim, ticked
1 indeterminate incised, possible
Carrabelle or Marsh Island Incised
2 indeterminate incised
1 indeterminate, stamped, possible
fabric-impressed
1 shell and grog-tempered plain
2 sand-tempered plain
6 grog-tempered plain
14 grit and grog-tempered plain
52 grit-tempered plain

7.1
18.7
7.3
33.1
96.8
335.5

1 Lake Jackson Plain rim, ticked
4 indeterminate incised
1 limestone and grog-tempered plain
5 grog-tempered plain
1 shell andgrit-tempered plain
2 shell-tempered plain
18 grit-tempered plain sherds

9.8
12.5
4.5
19.9
10.3
8.7
94.4

09-13

surface, E672599
N3284765
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5.4
2.1
11.0

St. Vincent Point Site, 8FR354
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle West Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 686255 N 328935
Physiography: Eastern shore of St. Vincent facing Apalachicola Bay, northernmost tip of
Tahiti Beach, approximately 5 km from the mainland
Area: Miller originally estimated the site as approximately 12 hectares and over 1 km
long, though much appears to have eroded since his 1980 survey.
Elevation: Sea level to 1 m
Stratigraphy: Stapor (1978) took a piston core sample at the site which showed a large
oyster shell midden overlying a thin layer of clay (which was deposited by a higher-thanpresent sea level stand), which was on top of sand.
Soils: Beaches; Corolla sand, 0 to 5 percent slope
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970; recorded by J. Miller in
1980
Time Period: Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Poor to fair. Miller originally classified the site’s integrity as “fair” due to
erosion and borrowing. The east coast of St. Vincent appears to be eroding the most
quickly. As a result, very little shell is visible on the shoreline but pottery is still washing
up on the shore.
Significance: Potentially significant
Impacts: Severe coastal erosion, looting
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Recommendation: Since coastal erosion is changing the site at such a fast pace
continuous monitoring is recommended, especially after storms; further testing should be
conducted before any additional development or alteration.
Field Investigation: In 1978 Frank Stapor, then Assistant Marine Scientist at the South
Carolina Marine Resources Research Institute, took a 2.5 m continuous sediment core at
8FR354 (see “Stratigraphy” above). Stapor (Miller et al. 1980:207) determined that a
“Dry Bar,” a quartz sand beach ridge buried under a thin layer of silty and clayey marsh
sediments, extended as far east as 8FR354 and was covered by a layer of clay. The
presence of such a Dry Bar indicates a lower-than-present sea-level stand before the
deposition of the midden at 8FR354.
Miller et al.’s 1980 report summarized Phelps’s1970 work and their own surface
inspection. A majority of the diagnostic ceramic sherds collected were from the
Woodland period, with only one dating to the Fort Walton period. A non-diagnostic
sandstone abrader and a Melongena corona (crown conch) shell tool were also recovered.
Our 2009 crew surface-inspected the site, walking from the northernmost point
southward in a single transect. While there still appeared to be a natural oyster bar at the
northeastern point of the site, there was no evidence of an intact midden. There is still a
decent amount of pottery left on the shore, but erosion seems to have taken its toll.
During our brief trip to the island in March 2010, Donoghue and Stapor collected some
elevation data for the site. The elevation of the benchmark (SVI-015), which was located
28 m west of the intersection of Tahiti Beach Rd. and J Rd, is 2.104 ft (approximately
64.1 cm).
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The 8FR830 Problem: At some point, likely in the 1980s, DHR archaeologist B. Calvin
Jones visited St. Vincent point, collected prehistoric potsherds, and decided to designate
it a new site, farther south from the point and called it St. Vincent Point South.
Apparently he did not file any official forms with the state, but the DHR BAR curated his
material. Long after the fact, in October of 1992, David Dickel (curator of the BAR
collections) filled out an abbreviated site form to log in the site, get the site number
8FR830, and tie up loose ends at the BAR.
Dickel told us by telephone that he just did the minimum for Jones and that Jones
was supposed to go back and later fill in the blanks before he died, though he never did. It
is not known how Jones located the site or why he decided to distinguish it as a separate
site from 8FR354, but the single map that accompanies the site form, drawn by Dickel,
shows a small oval perhaps 50 m long just 100 m south of 8FR354. Another map shows a
much longer area for 8FR830, which stretches hundreds of meters along the shore and
overlaps with 8FR354.
The catalog numbers of Jones’ collection show that the artifacts were officially
entered into the BAR system in 1992. I saw 18 sherds and no lithic material in this
collection during my trip to the BAR. However the site form, which is nearly blank, lists
no artifacts specifically but checked the categories of prehistoric ceramics and lithic
material. Of these sherds, none were diagnostic and no photographs of the material were
taken.
During fieldwork we initially tried to keep the two sites separate, but soon learned
that this was impossible due to the continuous distribution of artifacts along the eastern
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shore. Investigation into these two sites provided no justification for the separate site
numbers. While the artifacts collected by USF show two separate proveniences, the
8FR354 materials being collected from the area directly surrounding the point and
8FR830 material being collected 50-100 m south of the point, the updated site form,
which will be sent in upon completion of the technical report, recommends that 8FR830
be discontinued and absorbed into 8FR354.
Site Summary: Previous archaeological investigations listed this site as a Woodland
period site, though one Fort Walton ceramic sherd was recovered. While most of the
artifact assemblage of 8FR354 consists of plain sherds of many different tempers, the
presence of Fort Walton Incised, Cool Branch Incised, and shell-tempered pottery
(collected during USF’s survey) indicates a late prehistoric Fort Walton occupation.
Check-stamped sherds, also in the assemblage, may date to Fort Walton times but may
also date to the Woodland period.
During USF’s 2009 field season, a local collector brought two hammerstones
from this site to a public archaeology day presentation. These artifacts are interesting
because in 2009 only one other lithic artifact was recovered on the entire island. Our USF
project also discovered a new site, the Mallard Slough Site (8FR1277), located
approximately 1 km to the south of the St. Vincent Point Site. Though it is far from the
St. Vincent Point Site, it is also a Fort Walton site and shows that people were likely
camping all along the eastern shore during late prehistoric times. The Apalachicola
National Estuarine Reserve's Pat Millender, who is a fisherman, boat captain, and
member of a family who has long specialized in seafood, was with the crew during our
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2010 visit to the site. He told us that at the time of year when the mullet are running, it is
easy to wade into the shallow bay here and net as many as you want. Since mullet would
have been such an easily acquired food source, it would have served as a big attraction to
the island and the east shore in particular.
Table 4. Materials Recovered, 8FR354
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

Materials
8 Wakulla Ch-St
1 Weeden Island Plain
1 Carrabelle Punctate
3 Keith Incised
2 Weeden Island Punctate
1 Carrabelle Incised
1 Fort Walton Incised
1 plain sherd
1 sandstone abrader
1 Melongena shell tool

Wt (g)

USF 8FR354- Surface
09-1

2 check-stamped sherds
1 sand-tempered plain
3 grog-tempered plain

09-2

Surface, N end
from tip of
point S 50 m

4 Fort Walton Incised
1 Cool Branch Incised
1 check-stamped
1 indeterminate punctate
3 indeterminate incised
28 grog-tempered plain
2 shell and grog-tempered plain
1 shell-tempered plain
2 sand-tempered plain
3 grit-tempered plain
7 grit and grog-tempered plain

108.1
12.7
32.1
19.5
20.5
245.2
12.1
3.6
7.7
20.2
58.4

10-1

Surface at shore

2 grit and grog-tempered plain

33.1

BAR
92.362.001

Surface? Jones
>50 m S of point

14 check-stamped
3 grog-tempered plain
1 sand-tempered plain
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41.1
83.2
69.4

205.6
382.2
4.8

Table 4. (Continued)
USF 8FR830- Shoreline surface,
09-1
50 m S of tip

3 Fort Walton Incised rims
1 check-stamped
1 scalloped rim sherd, grog-tempered
1 indeterminate incised
1 outcurving, grog-tempered plain rim
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
2 shell and grog-tempered plain
8 grog-tempered plain

40.5
22.1
3.8
15.8
36.1
12.2
32.6
86.9

USF 8FR830- Shoreline surface,
09-1
50 m S of tip

2 shell-tempered plain
2 limestone and grog-tempered plain

17.0
69.3

Big Bayou 1 Site, 8FR356
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 680700 N 3283500
Physiography: On south shore of Big Bayou, approximately 2 km southeast from its
mouth
Area: Approximately 37 m long
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown; no sub-surface investigations have been conducted
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Surface inspection, located and recorded by Miller et al. in 1980
Time Period: Miller et al.’s 1980 survey only collected 8 sherds, which were sandtempered plain. The report admits that they are unidentifiable but “they appear more like
Ft. Walton ceramics than Weeden Island” (Miller et al. 1980: 47).
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Integrity: Fair. While coastal erosion is constantly affecting the site, intact deposits may
be present.
Significance: Potentially significant. While Miller’s team dug several shovel tests in
1980, the time period of the 8FR356’s occupation is still unknown. Miller et al. also notes
that the site was likely a campsite, making the nature of this site different from that of the
majority of sites on the island. While all of the sites on the island were likely campsites
8FR356 was used much less intensively and for a much shorter amount of time. It should
be considered as a source of potential knowledge along with 8FR357 and 8FR1265.
Impacts: Coastal erosion, possibly looting
Recommendation: Monitoring, checking for diagnostic artifacts to provide an association
with a time period of occupation
Field Investigation: Big Bayou 1 was not one of the sites that were located by Phelps in
1970. Miller et al. discovered and reported it during their 1980 survey. They noted that
the site had only a small collection of pottery (none of which were diagnostic) and that a
“wave cut shore indicates that the site is being or has already been eroded away.” The
crew did not see any shell in the beach profile. They also conducted “several” shovel tests
slightly inland and did not find any shell. Their report states that they believe 8FR356 and
8FR357 to the east were only briefly occupied campsites. The materials they collected, 8
plain sherds, are stored at the BAR in Tallahassee in a bag whose provenience reads
“sherds on beach, no midden on shore, nor above water level.”
Our 2009 crew surface-inspected the site moving west from site 8FR357. The
crew noted seeing a large shell pile but did not find any artifacts at the site.
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Site Summary: The few plain sherds and lack of undisturbed, buried midden sediments
suggest an unknown, post-Archaic occupation of brief duration. While much of the site
may have already eroded away, extensive subsurface investigations here, at the Big
Bayou 2 (8FR357), and Big Bayou South (8FR1265) sites may be of interest since their
location on the sheltered inlet of Big Bayou is different from the bayshore location of the
vast majority of sites on the north shore.

Table 5. Materials Recovered, 8FR356
Cat. #
BAR 05.1.1

Provenience
beach surface

Materials
8 plain sherds

Big Bayou 2 Site, 8FR357
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 681400 N8340410
Physiography: On south shore of Big Bayou, approximately 2.8 km southeast from its
mouth
Area: Approximately 850 m long
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown. No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Surface inspection, located and recorded by Miller et al. in 1980.
Time Period: Fort Walton
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Integrity: Fair. While coastal erosion is constantly causing adverse affects, intact
segments of the site may still be present.
Significance: Potentially significant
Impacts: Coastal erosion, possibly looting
Recommendation: Monitoring, check for diagnostic artifacts to learn age and cultural
association
Field Investigation: Big Bayou 2 is also one of those not discovered by Phelps, but
discovered and reported by Miller et al. (1980). They noted that the site was very similar
to 8FR356 in that they believed a good portion had eroded away and that it was probably
only a briefly occupied campsite. Unlike 8FR356, Big Bayou 2 had a small remnant of
shell midden that was still visible in the beach profile. Miller’s team dug several shovel
tests in 1980 and only recovered one diagnostic ceramic sherd, a Pensacola Incised rim
sherd, diagnostic of the Fort Walton period (Miller et al. 1980:47). Further testing should
be done to confirm the time period of occupation. Miller et al. also dug shovel tests on
the adjacent upland, but they did not encounter any further cultural zone.
Our 2009 crew surface-inspected the site starting on the east side and traveling
west in one transect. We noted two distinct shell areas (the bigger of the two being
approximately 1-x-1 m). There were also some scattered conch shells on the west side of
the site, but no artifacts.
Site Summary: The BAR in Tallahassee had one sherd from the site. The catalog number
in the table (Table 6) indicates that this sherd was collected by Miller et al.’s survey. The
sherd is a fragment of a Pensacola Incised open bowl (Figure 10). The provenience on the
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bag was listed as “just west of end of rd H 5/1 on S shore of Big Bayou on beach, frag of
midden at land's edge, collected 11/16/78.” This sherd is diagnostic of the late prehistoric
Fort Walton period, suggesting a brief occupation. Since this site (along with 8FR356 and
8FR1265) was probably a campsite, unlike the thick shell middens of the north shore,
further investigation to look for any additional differences may be useful.

Figure 10. Pensacola Incised sherd from 8FR357 housed at the BAR in Tallahassee (Cat.
No. BAR 05.002.1)

Table 6. Materials Recovered, 8Fr357
Cat. #
BAR 05.002.1

Provenience
Materials
just west of end of road H 5/1
1 Pensacola Incised
on South shore of Big Bayou on
open-bowl rim sherd
beach, fragment of midden at
land's edge
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St. Vincent 1 Site, 8FR360
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, (SW corner) E 673770 N 3284600, (NE corner) E 674275 N
3284725
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately1.4 km across the sound
from the mainland, directly south of the Marsh Island (8FR358) site
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 2.4 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Since no report was filed by Phelps 1970, the only stratigraphic
information we have from that excavation is what Miller et al. described from Phelps’s
field notes in their 1980 survey report. Figure 11 is an approximation based on Miller et
al.’s description of the stratigraphy. In it he used the term “level” to mean stratum. These
data are discussed later.
A shovel test was also excavated in 2009 by our crew a bit back from the coast at
E 673938 N 3284894. The stratigraphy for this test was much less complex than what
Phelps found. It was as follows:
Stratum I

0-21 cm

10 YR 3/3

dark brown

Stratum II

21-55 cm

10 YR 4/6

dark yellowish brown

Stratum III

55-99 cm

10 YR 7/4

very pale brown

Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
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Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Late Archaic, Deptford, Swift Creek, Fort Walton
Integrity: Good. Intact midden deposits and a plethora of pottery washing out onto the
shore remain.
Significance: High
Impacts: Heavy looting, coastal erosion, and storm damage
Recommendation: Intense monitoring to counteract looting and natural destruction

(7.6 cm)

Figure 11. Schematic representation of the stratigraphy from Phelps 1970 3-x-3-ft test
unit
70

Field Investigation: In 1970 Phelps and his crew excavated one 3-x-3-ft test unit. Since
these data were never published, the only information we have is what Miller et al.
summarized from Phelps’s field notes in their 1980 survey report. They report that this
test unit was excavated in seven, 6 in levels with the stratigraphy as approximated above.
They describe Level 1 as mostly humus and shell; Level 2 as loose, dry, powdery shell;
Level 3 as rich black soil with a cedar root and no shell; Level 4 as dark soil and shell;
Level 5 and 6 as pure shell; Level 7 as extremely fine gray clay with articulated oyster
and no artifacts. It was interpreted to be a natural oyster bed. They also reported that no
artifact counts were available for this unit, but they do summarize Phelps’s surface finds
as ceramics dating from Late Archaic through Fort Walton times, as well as two flint
blades, a pebble hammer, two Busycon tools, two shell dippers, a shell gouge, a shell
pendant, and two Poverty Point-type clay balls. Most interesting, the clay balls provide
evidence that the Late Archaic inhabitants of St. Vincent would have had connections
with the Mississippi Valley and Atlantic coastal areas.
One problem with Phelps’s data is that Miller et al. (1980:42) say that only
one test unit was excavated at 8FR360. The site form that they filled out to accompany
their report contains a map (on page 4) that shows two test “squares,” A and B. In a
personal correspondence from 2010, Miller told us that the map that accompanied the site
form was from the 1970 survey. He guessed that the results they published were from
Test A but was not certain if Test B was ever excavated or if it was, where the results
may be.

71

In 1978 Stapor sampled Mercanaria sp. shells from the clay-rich bed at the
bottom of the midden at 8FR360 and 8FR361 for C14 dating. He verified that a “high
stand” of sea level existed at approximately 2000 years BP immediately prior to any
prehistoric occupation. He also determined that the “Dry Bar” that was described above
regarding 8FR354 extends under 8FR360 and 8FR361, would have been deposited at a
lower sea level stand prior to the fiber-tempered pottery/ Late Archaic period occupation.
Miller et al.’s crew excavated shovel tests in St. Vincent Sound, on the shoreline,
and along the logging road which used to lead to an old logging bridge (1980:40). Their
report does not give locations of these tests or mention whether or not any cultural
material was found.
Our 2009 crew surface-inspected the entire site and collected pottery from the
shore. The width of the site varied greatly along the shore. There were two new
freshwater swales just beyond where the old, damaged road comes to what the FMSF site
form says is the eastern end of the site. We documented that the site extends past what is
recorded as the boundary. Palm and cedar leaves covered buried shell in areas that were
50+ m back from the shore’s edge. What the site form marks as the western boundary of
the site also appears to be incorrect. At E 673645 the site extends approximately 40 m
farther west towards 8FR352. We interpreted the presence of oysters growing on
potsherds as an indication that ancient materials had been newly exposed and redeposited
(Figure 12).
The collection from the site curated at the BAR in Tallahassee had only four
artifacts: three check-stamped sherds and a shell hammer (Figure 13); all were collected
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by Miller et al.'s survey. Our work produced materials of all the time periods already
identified by the earliest investigations, including a small sherd of Late Archaic fibertempered pottery.

Figure 12. Sand-tempered plain sherd with oysters and barnacles attached, surface
collection from 8FR360 (USF Cat. No. 09-10.11)
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Figure 13. Busycon perversum, whelk shell hammer from 8FR360
(BAR Cat. No. 93.530.03)

Site Summary: The St. Vincent 1 site is very rich in signs of human occupation that date
to when the island was first formed. Fiber-tempered ceramics, like those found here, have
been dated as early as cal. 3000 B.C. and as late as 1000 B.C. in the Apalachicola delta
region. Unfortunately, these dates slightly conflict with Stapor’s dates. Poverty Pointtype objects, such as the clay balls reported by Phelps, show that the Late Archaic
inhabitants of St. Vincent must have had connections with the Mississippi Valley and
Atlantic coastal areas. The presence of Deptford Linear Check-Stamped and SimpleStamped sherds provide evidence of Early Woodland occupation, while a Swift Creek
Complicated-Stamped sherd indicates late Early Woodland, Middle Woodland, or
possibly even Late Woodland (Figures 14 and 15). Though Miller et al. wanted to include
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a Weeden Island component based on the presence of check-stamped sherds, I hesitate to
include it since these sherds are not clearly diagnostic. Finally, the presence of shelltempered sherds indicate a late prehistoric or protohistoric Indian occupation.
Since St. Vincent 1 is located so near to the mainland, it is likely that this site
(along with the St. Vincent Ferry Site) would have been one of the first areas people
encountered when arriving at the island. That being said, it is surprising that the site lacks
the diagnostic early Weeden Island types to provide a clear Middle Woodland
component. While recent storms have provided a considerable amount of damage to the
site (including washing away a large portion of the road that used to run along the shore),
there is still a considerable amount of intact deposits which testify to the site’s
significance. New excavations and a reexamination/investigation into Phelps’s field notes
and collections (if either become available) could provide a wealth of information on
subsistence patterns and past sea level stands.

Figure 14. Sherds from 2009 surface collection of 8FR360. Top row from left: Swift
Creek Complicated-Stamped and Deptford Simple-Stamped (both USF Cat. No. 09-10).
Bottom row from left: fiber-tempered plain (USF Cat. No. 09-10), Deptford SimpleStamped, and Deptford Linear Check-Stamped (both USF Cat. No. 09-1)
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Figure 15. Sherds from 2009 surface collection of 8FR360. Top from left: Two Deptford
Linear Check-Stamped sherds; Bottom from left: probable fabric impressed sherd,
indeterminate-stamped sherd, 1 indeterminate-stamped sherd with parallel lines- simplestamped or partial complicated-stamped (all USF Cat. No. 09-2)
Table 7. Materials Recovered, 8FR360
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Phelps’s surface
and excavated
materials,
1970

Materials
4 fiber-tempered plain
2 fiber-tempered simple-stamped
14 Deptford Check-Stamped
16 Deptford Linear Stamped
12 Deptford Simple-Stamped
1 Santa Rosa-Stamped
12 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 New River Complicated-Stamped
5 possible Gulf Check-Stamped
1 Old Bay Complicated-Stamped
10 possible Wakulla Check-Stamped
7 Weeden Island Plain
3 Lake Jackson Plain
3 Fort Walton Incised
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Wt (g)

Table 7. (Continued)
Poss.
at FSU

Phelps’s surface
and excavated
materials,
1970

5 Marsh Island Incised
1 Pinellas Incised
9 Pensacola Plain
144 check-stamped
179 plain sherds
2 indeterminate punctated sherds
2 flint blades
1 pebble hammer
2 Busycon tools
2 shell dippers
1 shell gouge
1 shell pendant
2 clay balls

BAR
93.530

Surface
1980
survey

3 check-stamped sherds
1 shell hammer

599.8

USF
Surface, E674225
8FR360- N3284957
09-1

7 check-stamped
5 sand-tempered plain
1 grit-tempered plain
6 grit and grog-tempered plain
12 grog-tempered plain

09-2

Surface, E674190
N3284948

2 Deptford Linear Check-Stamped
16.2
1 probably fabric-impressed
5.2
1 Deptford Simple-Stamped
11.4
1 indeterminate-stamped (possible dentatestamped or fabric-marked
9.8
17 check-stamped
188.4
1 shell and grit-tempered plain
23.7
1 shell, grit, and grog-tempered plain
9.5
1 shell-tempered plain
1.5
7 grit and grog-tempered plain
45.3
19 sand-tempered plain
39.0
13 grit-tempered plain
47.1
38 grog-tempered plain
211.2

09-3

Surface, E674231
N3284955

3 check-stamped sherds
1 grit-tempered plain
3 grog-tempered plain
2 grit and grog-tempered plain
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40.9
17.0
7.0
47.7
57.4

38.3
1.8
16.7
21.0

Table 7. (Continued)
1 UID bone fragment (prob. modern)

09-3

Surface, E674231
N3284955

09-4

Surface, E674247
N3284957

7 check-stamped
7 grog-tempered plain
2 grit-tempered plain
1 sand-tempered plain

74.3
38.7
5.6
1.7

09-5

Shoreline surface

1 indeterminate punctate
4 grog-tempered plain
2 grit and grog-tempered plain
4 grit-tempered plain sherds
1 limestone and grog-tempered plain
1 shell, grit, and grog-tempered plain

4.3
17.3
22.2
17.2
8.6
5.6

09-6

Surface, E674145
N3284922

1 grog-tempered plain

10.0

09-7

Surface, E674208
N3284927

1 check-stamped
1 grit-tempered plain
2 grog-tempered plain
2 grit and grog-tempered plain

9.3
1.2
1.9
12.4

09-8

Surface, W end,
at water’s edge

3 check-stamped

60.6

09-9

Surface, E end

1 grog-tempered plain

21.6

09-10

Surface, E side

1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 Deptford Simple-Stamped
1 fiber-tempered plain
1 indeterminate engraved rim
2 complicated-stamped
34 check-stamped
1 grog and limestone-tempered plain
1 limestone and shell-tempered plain
1 limestone-tempered plain
19 sand-tempered plain
11 grit-tempered plain (1= rim)
8 grit and grog-tempered plain
45 grog-tempered plain
1 corroded metal frag (prob. modern)
1 alligator scute frag (prob. modern)
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4.3

44.8
38.2
4.8
26.2
7.5
308.4
1.8
2.4
10.0
101.2
98.1
50.9
258.1
1.2
0.6

St. Vincent 2 Site, 8FR361
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 674720 N 3284745
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 1.6 km south of
mainland, across St. Vincent Sound
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 0.6 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: While Frank Stapor says that he measured, described, and sampled 8FR361
in 1978, his survey report, listed as Appendix 9.3 in Miller et al.’s 1980 report, only says
that the stratigraphy at this site is similar to what was seen at 8FR360. Therefore,
stratigraphy remains unknown at this time. (See St. Vincent 1 Site, 8FR360, for
stratigraphy approximation)
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub, grass
along shoreline at western end
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Late Archaic, Deptford, Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Fair. The western area of the site has grass along the shoreline which seems to
be protecting it from erosion. Also, because the area is so swampy, looting does not
appear to be much of a problem.
Significance: Fair
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Impacts: Coastal erosion (though grass provides some protection); looting not an issue
because site is difficult to access
Recommendation: Monitoring; test excavation to determine presence of undisturbed
cultural deposits
Field Investigation: In 1978 Stapor took a continuous core sample from the site which
indicated a previously lower than present sea level. A discussion of these continuous core
sampling results from 8FR361 can be seen under the Field Investigation section of St.
Vincent 1 Site, 8FR360.
Miller et al.’s 1980 report summarized Phelps’s work at the site in 1970.
Ceramics diagnostic of the Late Archaic period all the way to the Fort Walton period
were recovered from Phelps’s surface survey. What is most impressive is that eight fibertempered sherds were found at 8FR361, the most of any site on the island. Phelps also
recovered one cob-marked sherd, two pieces of flint debitage, and one ground-stone celt
fragment.
During USF’s 2009 survey, the crew tried twice to reach the 8FR361 and 8FR362
sites. First, we surface surveyed 8FR360 and tried to head east to 8FR361. The shoreline
became so marshy that it was un-walkable and we were forced to turn around. The
second time, the crew went to 8FR363 and walked west hoping to get to 8FR361 from
the other side. This time the shoreline was marshy to the west of 8FR363 so we walked a
little ways back from the shore. This area too became marshy and we were unable to get
to 8FR362 or 8FR361.
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In August of 2010 trained volunteer monitors from the Supporters of St. Vincent
NWR made it to the site under “less than ideal conditions.” They noted that the area was
very swampy and not very accessible to monitors or looters. They also noticed that the
site seemed to be broken into three sections by two creeks that cut through the area. Four
grog-tempered plain sherds, two grit-tempered plain sherds, and one sherd (no temper
listed) described as having a reddish tint were documented. The artifacts were
photographed and left at the site.
Site Summary: The St. Vincent 2 site is also one of the first areas people encountered
when arriving at the island, since it is so near to Indian Pass. This explains why there is
evidence of human use of the site for several millennia. Miller et al.’s 1980 survey
identified from Phelps’s material eight Late Archaic sherds, 10 Deptford sherds, 15 Swift
Creek sherds, 12 Weeden Island sherds, and three Fort Walton sherds. Stapor also
identified one Deptford sherd in his 1978 core sample.
As learned from the 2010 monitoring report, there appears to be a moderate
amount of erosion that has caused damage to the site but it is still possible that intact
portions are left. Its difficulty of access makes it a less likely target for looters, although
still possibly accessible. Test excavation is recommended at the site in order to determine
if intact deposits do remain and also to document the archaeological data before further
natural and human instigated damage occurs.
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Table 8. Materials Recovered/Documented, 8FR361
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

Materials
8 fiber-tempered
10 Deptford
15 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
12 Weeden Island
3 Fort Walton
1 cob-marked
2 chert flakes
1 ground stone celt fragment

Stapor, 1978 core
Depth-unknown

1 Deptford

Surface, recorded
in situ by monitors,
2010

4 grog-tempered plain
2 grit-tempered plain
1 reddish UID sherd

St. Vincent 3 Site, 8FR362
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 675075 N 3284720
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 1.8 km across the sound
from mainland
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be 365 m² in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Since no controlled excavations have been conducted at the site,
stratigraphy is unknown at this time.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
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Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Unknown. Miller et al.’s 1980 survey did not list any artifacts from site
8FR362 from Phelps’s material.
Integrity: Likely fair. Since we did not visit the site during our 2009 survey and the
monitors’ report did not comment on the integrity of the site, its current condition is
unknown. The monitors did note that 8FR362 is a smaller site and not easily accessible to
looters.
Significance: Unknown
Impacts: Coastal erosion, storm damage
Recommendation: Monitor, especially after storms (though extensive cord grass at the
water’s edge appears to have prevented erosion). The site is not at high risk for looting
because it is so difficult to access.
Field Investigation: Miller et al.’s 1980 report summarized Phelps’s work at the site in
1970. There were no artifacts listed for the site from Phelps’s surface survey. Not having
Phelps’s field documents, we do not know if there was not any material recovered or if it
was lost throughout the years. Miller and his colleagues did not visit this site in 1978,
perhaps for the same reasons as the 2009 USF survey. The USF crew tried twice to reach
the 8FR361 and 8FR362 sites (see above discussion), but the shoreline and up to 50 m
inland was too marshy to be walkable on both the east and west sides.
In August of 2010 volunteer monitors from the Supporters of St. Vincent NWR
made it to the site. They noted that the area was very swampy and that there was a large
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amount of grass along the shore that might protect the site. The monitors also said that it
was very difficult to access the site, that they saw pottery on the surface of the shoreline,
and that they hope to document it further in the future.
Site Summary: The documentation of site 8FR362 is a bit of an anomaly compared to the
other sites on the island. It is possible that the lack of archaeological data for the site
stems from its lack of accessibility to both past and present surveys. Since there is no
stratigraphic information or data for period of occupation, test excavations at the site are
recommended. While looting does not seem to be a major factor at of 8FR362, everyday
erosion and occasional storms may damage what is left of the site. These excavations
should be executed during Florida’s drier months, in hopes that the areas that were too
marshy in May and June to allow site access may be walkable.

St. Vincent 4 Site, 8FR363
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 675450 N 3284780
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 2.1 km south from
mainland, across St. Vincent Sound
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 0.6 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Since no controlled excavations have been conducted at the site,
stratigraphy is unknown at this time.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
84

Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Woodland
Integrity: Fair to good. The site was probably once one of the richest on the island
because of its close proximity to the mainland, and there is still a large amount of pottery
washing out on the shore.
Significance: Potentially high
Impacts: Looting and coastal erosion
Recommendation: High-priority monitoring; test excavation to determine the extent of
intact deposits.
Field Investigation: Miller et al.’s 1980 report summarized Phelps’s work at the site in
1970. Diagnostic Swift Creek and Weeden Island sherds were collected during Phelps’s
surface survey. Only ceramics were found during the USF survey. Our 2009 crew walked
the shore of 8FR363 starting just east of Pickalene Bar and moving west until we came to
a swampy peninsula and had to turn around. It was also high tide when we were visiting
this site which made it difficult to see pottery on the shoreline. We collected a mid-sized
bag of pottery, though nothing was diagnostic.
Site Summary: Since this site is located near the Pickalene oyster bar, it has rich
deposits. The shallow oyster bar would have provided a bountiful and easily-accessible
food source that would be hard for prehistoric people to resist. The close proximity of site
8FR362 to the west and site 8FR364 to the east supports my view that the north shore
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was likely once a single, continuous site. Phelps’s material contains four Swift Creek
sherds and 23 Weeden Island sherds of unknown types, indicating an early to Middle
Woodland period occupation.

Table 9. Materials Recovered, 8FR363
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

USF
Surface by shore
8FR36309-1

Materials
4 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
23 Weeden Island

Wt (g)

2 check-stamped
8 grog-tempered plain
3 sand-tempered plain
2 grit-tempered plain
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
1 red brick fragment

11.7
63.5
8.8
16.1
9.1
53.5

St. Vincent 5 Site, 8FR364: Since a test unit was excavated at site St. Vincent 5 Site, it
has an extended discussion in the following chapter under “test excavation.”

St. Vincent 6 Site, 8FR365
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, (southwest corner) E 676885 N 3284740, (northeast corner) E
677375 N 3284740
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 2.4 km from the
mainland, across the sound
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 1.6 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
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Stratigraphy: The following drawing is approximated from Miller et al.’s description,
since no report was filed from the work of Phelps in 1970; the only stratigraphic
information we have is what Miller et al. (1980:42) published from Phelps’s field notes in
their survey report (Figure 16).

(10.2cm)

Figure 16. Schematic representation of the stratigraphy at 8FR365 from Phelps’s 1970 5
ft (~1.5 m) midden profile. Stratigraphy described below.

Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Late Archaic, Deptford, Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
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Integrity: Good. While an extensive amount of erosion has occurred over time, there are
still intact midden deposits and a plethora of pottery washing out onto the shore.
Significance: High
Impacts: Heavy looting and coastal erosion
Recommendation: High Priority for monitoring
Field Investigation: In 1970 Phelps and his crew excavated one 5 ft (1.5 m) wide and
4.2 ft (1.3 m) high midden profile. Since these data were never published, the only
information we have is what Miller et al. published from Phelps’s field notes in their
1980 survey report. They report that this test unit was excavated in six zones (see
“Stratigraphy” section above). Zone I consisted of fragmented, water-worn shell with no
soil; Zone II was pure, whole shell with little cultural material; Zone III was whole and
fragmented shell with some cultural material (this zone was identified as the habitation
level); Zone IV was whole, loose shell with no soil and a hearth in level 5; Zone V was
another habitation level with some whole but mainly fragmented oyster and black to dark
gray soil; Zone VI was a gray/white sand layer that consisted of sterile beach sand with
pigmentation draining down from higher habitation levels.
The artifacts present in Zone I included Lamar/Lower Creek/Seminole ceramics
of the types Chattahoochee brushed and Lamar Complicated-Stamped. Zone I also
included Fort Walton/Mississippian sherds of the types Lake Jackson Plain, Fort Walton
Incised, Englewood Incised, and Pensacola Plain. The artifacts in Zone II include Fort
Walton/Mississippian sherds of the types Lake Jackson plain, Fort Walton Incised,
Englewood Incised, and Pensacola plain. Zone II also included artifacts of the
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Middle/Late Woodland of the type Weeden Island Plain. Zones IV-VI produced no
pottery.
Our 2009 crew surface-surveyed the site, collecting pottery along the shore until
lightning from an imminent storm forced us to seek shelter. There was no break in shell
or pottery between 8FR365 and 8FR825, only areas with lower shell and artifact
densities. High tide could easily explain why cultural material was not abundant in that
area. Our observations in 2009 suggest that the eastern and western boundaries listed on
the FMSF forms for those sites are inaccurate.
Miller et al.’s 1980 survey identified from Phelps’s material a Late Archaic
sherd, three Deptford sherds, one Swift Creek sherd, 21 Weeden Island sherds, and 62
Fort Walton sherds. Our 2009 survey only identified one Weeden Island sherd and eight
Fort Walton sherds (Figure 17). Since this site is located along the north shore of St.
Vincent, it is one of the most easily accessible to the public. Because it is at such a high
risk for looting and high enough not to be marshy, it is recommended that an extreme
amount of monitoring occurs both here and at the other sites in this area of the island.
Site Summary: As to be expected from its location among the dense shell middens of St.
Vincent’s north shore, 8FR365 contains evidence of occupation throughout multiple time
periods. While the presence of a Keith Incised sherd indicates Middle to Late Woodland
occupation, Phelps’s recovery of a fiber-tempered sherd, Swift Creek sherds, and what
Miller et al. call “Weeden Island ceramics” indicate the presence of earlier components as
well. The wealth of Fort Walton period ceramics (68 Fort Walton Incised and 1 Lake
Jackson Incised sherds), in addition to a small number of shell-tempered sherds that may
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represent cultural influences from farther west or north (Marrinan and White 2007), also
show a hearty late prehistoric occupation of the site.

Figure 17. Sherds from 2009 surface collection of 8FR365, all USF Cat. No. 09-2.
Pensacola Incised sherd at bottom right; all others Fort Walton Incised
Table 10. Materials Recovered, 8FR365
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface and
test unit,
Phelps 1970

USF
Surface
8FR36509-1

Materials
1 fiber-tempered sherd
3 Deptford
1 Swift Creek
21 Weeden Island
62 Fort Walton

Wt (g)

1 Lake Jackson Plain sherd
3 indeterminate incised
3 check-stamped

45.9
24.8
108.5
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Table 10. (Continued)
USF
Surface
8FR36509-1

2 limestone and grog-tempered plain
3 grog-tempered plain
1 grog and limestone-tempered plain

54.0
136.1
26.6

09-2

4 Fort Walton Incised (2= rims),
4 indeterminate incised (2=rims)
2 indeterminate engraved
5 check-stamped
1 Pensacola Incised
1 limestone-tempered plain
2 grog-tempered plain
1 sand-tempered plain

51.9
22.9
64.8
31.8
137.1
138.1
48.8

09-3

Surface

Surface of shore

2 Fort Walton Incised (1= rim)
1 indeterminate punctate (possible
Weeden Island punctate)
1 Keith Incised
10 check-stamped
2 indeterminate incised (1= rim)
1 limestone and grog-tempered plain
2 grit, limestone, and grog-tempered plain
1 limestone and sand-tempered plain
2 grit-tempered plain

41.0
7.4
5.9
272.2
75.9
10.4
38.2
2.3
37.8

St. Vincent 7 Site, 8FR366
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 677600 N 3284670
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 2.65 km from mainland
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 0.2 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown. No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
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Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Fair to good. While an extensive amount of erosion has occurred over time,
there are still intact midden deposits and a plethora of pottery washing out onto the shore.
Significance: Medium to high
Impacts: Heavy looting and coastal erosion
Recommendation: High priority for monitoring; test excavation to determine the extent
of intact cultural deposits
Field Investigation: Miller et al.’s 1980 report summarized Phelps’s work at the site in
1970. Only 13 diagnostic sherds were recovered from Phelps’s surface survey and were
all Weeden Island types. A flint core and Busycon shell tool were also found during the
1970 survey.
Our 2009 crew surface-surveyed the site, paying special attention to the east and
west ends trying to get a better idea of where the boundaries between 8FR365, 8FR366,
and 8FR367 were. To the west, between 8FR365 and 8FR366, there was a small break
with only a few shells and artifacts, but high tide could explain why cultural material was
not abundant in that area. To the east, between 8FR366 and 8FR367, there was no break
in pottery appearing on the surface. The survey of these three sites strongly indicated that
the previously established site boundaries were strictly artificial.
Site Summary: 8FR366 is one of the island’s rich sites along the north shore. Like the
others in this vicinity, it is close to the Pickalene Oyster Bar and, as evidenced by its
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artifact assemblage, was an occupational location during many different prehistoric time
periods. While Phelps’s material only contained Weeden Island ceramics, USF’s 2009
survey produced Swift Creek, Weeden Island, and Fort Walton ceramics (Figures 18 and
19). During a short visit to the island in March of 2010, Dale Shiver gave us a bag of
pottery that he and Robert Gay, a former Refuge employee, had confiscated in October of
1998 from a looter who claimed to be an archaeologist from Pensacola. When showed a
map, Shiver pointed to 8FR366 as the place where they encountered the looter. The
provenience of these sherds should be considered suspect. Because they were collected
from a looter, they could have been from multiple sites on the island or even from sites
back on the mainland. The uniqueness of the sherds to St. Vincent is also cause for
caution. This material is discussed later.

Figure 18. Sherd collected during 2009 surface survey of 8FR366. All Fort Walton
Incised (USF Cat. No. 09-1)
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Figure 19. Sherds collected during 2009 surface survey of 8FR366. Top row from left:
Possible Carrabelle Punctate and Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped. Bottom row from
left: two possible Carrabelle Incised and one Carrabelle Punctated; all USF Cat. No. 09-2

Table 11. Materials Recovered, 8FR366
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

USF
Surface of shore
8FR366- in water
09-1

Materials
13 Weeden Island

Wt (g)

4 Fort Walton Incised sherds
2 Pensacola Incised
2 Lake Jackson notched rims
1 Weeden Island Incised
1 possible Carrabelle Incised
6 indeterminate incised
3 indeterminate punctate
10 check-stamped
1 sand-tempered plain, mending hole
1 shell-tempered plain
5 grog-tempered plain

129.9
34.3
47.7
21.1
5.2
86.2
20.9
230.7
4.3
19.7
146.1
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Table 11. (Continued)
09-2

Surface near/in

1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 Carrabelle Punctate
1 possible Carrabelle Punctate
2 possible Carrabelle Incised
7 check-stamped
2 indeterminate punctate sherds
2 indeterminate incised
1 grog-tempered plain
1 sand-tempered plain sherd

20.1
34.1
40.7
34.1
145.0
22.7
42.7
59.9
6.0

St. Vincent 8 Site, 8FR367
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 677930 N 3284610
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 2.85 km south of the
mainland
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 0.8 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown. No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Early, Middle, and Late Woodland
Integrity: Fair. While an extensive amount of erosion has occurred over time, there are
still intact midden deposits and a wealth of pottery washing out onto the shore.
Significance: Potentially high; intact deposits of multiple time periods remain
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Impacts: Coastal erosion, looting
Recommendation: High priority for monitoring; testing to determine the extent of
undisturbed cultural deposits
Field Investigation: Miller et al. (1980:44) summarized Phelps’s work at the site in 1970.
Diagnostic sherds of Deptford and Weeden Island types were recovered during Phelps’s
surface survey of the site. USF’s 2009 crew surface surveyed the site and found a
moderate amount of pottery on the shore. Travelling east, we had to stop when the area
became too marshy (at E 678165 N 3284752). We then drove to 8FR369 hoping to be
able to walk west to 8FR367, but the area west of 8FR369 was far too marshy to be
passable as well. We recovered two Swift Creek Complicated Stamped sherds and one
Carrabelle Punctate sherd (Figure 20).

Figure 20. Sherds from 2009’s surface collection of 8FR367. Top from left: Swift Creek
Complicated-Stamped sherd with mending hole, Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
sherd, and Carrabelle Punctate sherd. Bottom from left: fingernail-punctate sherd, woven
fabric-impressed sherd, possible simple-stamped sherd (all Cat. No. 09-1)
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Site Summary: Like the other sites located along the north shore of the island, 8FR367
contains evidence of habitation throughout multiple time periods. With four Deptford
sherds it has the highest concentration of Early Woodland material on the island. Unlike
at many of the other sites on the island, there has been no documented evidence of Fort
Walton period occupation. Since both the 8FR366 and 8FR368 sites had Fort Walton
occupation, it is possible that Fort Walton ceramics are just yet to be discovered here,
especially considering the fact that the USF team was unable to survey the entire site in
2009.

Table 12. Materials Recovered, 8FR367
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU
USF
8FR36709-1

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970
Surface, at shore

Materials
4 Deptford sherds
6 Weeden Island
1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 Carrabelle Punctate
1 woven fabric-impressed
1 possible simple-stamped
1 fingernail-punctate
4 indeterminate incised
25 check-stamped
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
5 sand-tempered plain
8 grog-tempered plain

Wt (g)

35.6
13.9
9.5
35.0
13.2
74.7
416.1
4.2
117.8
198.8

St. Vincent 9 Site, 8FR368
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E678265 N 3284490
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 3 km from the mainland
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Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 0.3 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown; No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Fair to poor
Significance: Moderate
Impacts: Coastal erosion, possible looting
Recommendation: Monitor, test to establish significance and presence of intact cultural
material
Field Investigation: Miller et al. (1980:44) report that Phelps’s only recovered surface
ceramics of Weeden Island and Fort Walton types. Our 2009 survey crew walked east
through 8FR368 where we found a moderate amount of pottery. We noted that about 90
m east of the swale at 8FR368 there was a small area of sherds but that it did not seem
like a shell midden. A fallen tree on the shore did not contain any midden material in the
roots, which suggests that there are not many intact deposits left at the site.
Site Summary: While Phelps found 10 Weeden Island sherds and four Fort Walton
sherds, the USF survey only identified two Fort Walton sherds, one of which being a
fragment of a Fort Walton Incised a 6-pointed open bowl (Figure 21). While there is still
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some pottery left on shore, the lack of intact deposits at the site means that it is not likely
to be NRHP eligible. Careful monitoring of the area is recommended because it seems to
be disappearing so quickly, whether due to natural processes or looting.

Figure 21. Fort Walton Incised sherd, fragment of a 6-pointed open bowl from 8FR368
(USF Cat. No. 09-2)

Table 13. Materials Recovered, 8FR368
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

Materials
10 Weeden Island sherds
4 Fort Walton

USF
Surface by shore
8FR36809-1

gar scales (probably modern)

09-2

2 Fort Walton Incised, fragment of 6point bowl
4 grit-tempered plain
grog-tempered plain
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
2 sand-tempered plain

surface, 90m
E of swale,
E 678287
N 32846963
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Wt (g)

2.4

26.6
94.2
62.8
9.7
0.2

Table 13. (Continued)
09-3

Surface, shore by
swale

9 check-stamped
9 grog-tempered plain
2 sand-tempered plain
1 Melongena corona (crown conch) shell

298.8
194.4
3.2
45.7

St. Vincent 10 Site, 8FR369
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 678760 N 3284155
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island where it curves to form the mouth of
Big Bayou, approximately 3.6 km from the mainland
Area: Approximately 120 m long
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown; No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Bohicket and Tisonia soils, tidal; Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Slashpine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Fort Walton, Lamar or Lower Creek/Seminole (some type of historic
native American and possibly European-American as well)
Integrity: Fair
Significance: High; Represents a protohistoric/earliest historic time period about which
we have little knowledge
Impacts: Coastal erosion, possible looting
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Recommendation: Close monitoring, test excavation to determine the possible presence
and extent of undisturbed cultural deposits
Field Investigation: As Miller et al. (1980:44) documented, Phelps recovered during
surface survey diagnostic types from the Fort Walton period, with a possible
Chattahoochee Brushed sherd which would date to the Lower Creek/Seminole period. A
former USF student, April Buffington, visited Phelps’s collections at FSU during work
on her thesis. After examining the sherd, she and advisor White concluded that Miller had
labeled it incorrectly and that it was not a Chattahoochee Brushed sherd because it did
not have uniform brushstrokes across the entire vessel, that the strokes were not deep
enough, and that the vessel did not have the white slip that Bullen defined in 1950
(Buffington 2009:74-76). It was indeed a brushed sherd, but not one that could be
considered diagnostic. However, USF’s 2009 survey confirmed a historic Native
American presence at the site. Our crew surface-surveyed the site moving westward from
the eastern boundary. The site is high and dry, while the rest of the area is swampy. There
is also a set of square posts at the site which may be used to tie up boats here at the mouth
of Big Bayou. If this is how the posts are being used, an increase in site visitors could
make the site more susceptible to looting. Very little shell can be seen on the surface, but
surface artifacts can still be found. We collected several plain and indeterminate incised
ceramic sherds, a possible Lamar rim sherd, two gunflints(Figure 22), a porcelain sherd,
and metal fragments which look to be the remains of an old pocketknife.
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Figure 22. Artifacts from 8FR369; possible Lamar Plain (pinched/folded) rim sherd,
Indian gun flint, British gun flint (all USF Cat. No. 09-1)
Site Summary: As luck would have it, FSU archaeologist Rochelle Marrinan
accompanied us into the field the day we visited 8FR369. She originally came to share
her zooarchaeological expertise during our excavation of the shell midden at 8FR364, but
decided to also come along on survey in order to see other sites on the island. Marrinan is
also a specialist in historic native Florida, focusing mainly on Spanish missions and later
sites in the panhandle and elsewhere across the state. She identified the clear quartz
gunflint as looking protohistoric Indian and the darker gunflint to be of British
manufacture. While there is no recorded evidence that the island was used during the
British colonial period, these artifacts seem to suggest otherwise. They may also provide
stronger evidence that the aforementioned brushed sherd may have been from Creek
Indians.
The Lamar ceramic complex is still barely understood. While Lamar
Complicated-Stamped pottery dates to around A.D. 1700 or later in the Apalachicola
valley, Lamar decorated rims (which appear on stamped or plain vessels) are much more
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ubiquitous and may carry through to later ceramics like the Chattahoochee Brushed
vessels (Du Vernay 2011, White et al. 2012). Whatever the exact dates of the occupations
at 8FR369, it is clear that this is a very significant site. There is very little documentation
of the original native people of the island and no data on the identity of the people who
made Lamar ceramics. Additionally, little work has been done on the movement of the
Creeks into the region in the 1700s and their transformation into Seminoles, distinct from
their relatives in Alabama and Georgia. Regardless of whether the site dates to the
Spanish or British period of Florida, it is worthy of further investigation. Whether or not
this site was used as a short-term camp, it is located at a very strategic, sheltered, and
even slightly hidden though easily accessible portion of the mouth of Big Bayou.

Table 14. Materials Recovered, 8FR369
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface. Phelps
1970

USF
Surface
8FR36909-1

Materials
31 Fort Walton sherds
1 poss. Chattahoochee Brushed
1 poss. Lamar plain (pinched/folded rim)
2 indeterminate incised
2 sand-tempered plain
7 grit and grog-tempered plain
6 grog-tempered plain
18 grit-tempered plain
1 historic porcelain sherd
1 gun flint (Indian)
1 gun flint, prob. British
2 iron fragments
2 metal fragments of an old pocket knife
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Wt (g)

5.5
11.8
5.6
38.9
47.5
96.3
96.3
5.0
3.2
13.5
21.9

St. Vincent 11 Site, 8FR370
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 680700 N 3283500
Physiography: North shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 3.6 km from the
mainland, at the mouth of Big Bayou
Area: Approximately 80 m long
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: White/light gray sandy topsoil on surface that overlies white sand, as seen
in the bank edge
Soils: Corolla sand, 0 to 5 percent slope
Present Ground Cover: Slashpine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Local informant; visited by Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF
by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, early twentieth-century American
Integrity: Fair to Good. There appear to be some intact deposits at the site.
Significance: Medium to high
Impacts: Looting and coastal erosion
Recommendation: Monitoring to document the effects of erosion, looting; test
excavation to salvage information from intact cultural deposits
Field Investigation: Miller et al. (1980:44) report that Phelps’s 1970 surface survey
recovered sherds that are diagnostic Swift Creek and Weeden Island types, a flint core
and a sandstone abrader. Our 2009 crew drove down to the southeast corner of the island,
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north up the unstable Tahiti Beach Road, and then west on I road to get to the site (refer
to Figure 2). The I Road was built along the top of a dune ridge, and as a result provides
vehicles with a fairly dry drive, while other areas of the island may be inundated. Site
8FR370 is located at the end of I Road, on the east side of the mouth of Big Bayou, on
high, dry ground (approximately 2 m above the water).
Our crew collected a large amount of artifacts from the surface and in the exposed
roots of a pine tree (approximately 19cm below the ground surface). There also appeared
to be some intact deposits around the shore that were beginning to wash out into Big
Bayou. Since the shells seen on the surface of the site were of an unusual number of
species, we saved some of them in case they were meaningful for cultural or natural
reasons. Two early twentieth-century bottle fragments were also found at the site.
Unfortunately inclement weather arrived during our surface survey and cut the artifact
collection short.
Site Summary: The material recovered from Phelps’s survey suggested a period of
occupation that could have spanned the entire Woodland period. Miller et al. (1980:44)
report that he found one Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped sherd and two Weeden Island
Incised sherds. Our 2009 survey recovered one Carrabelle Incised sherd (Figure 23),
which corroborates Phelps’s findings. We also found an interesting piece of sandstone
hone fragment (also Figure 23) which while not diagnostic, would have been used to
sharpen bone or wood tools and may be from any time period.
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Figure 23. From 8FR370, possible sandstone hone fragment-worked on both sides,
Carrabelle Incised sherd (all USF Cat. No. 09-1)

The two historic bottle fragments found here are quite interesting (Figure 24).
The brown glass base is either a Monarch or Erie oval shaped. According to Toulouse
(2001:412) the clear glass bottle with broken neck was made by the Pierce glass company
either in St. Mary’s, Pennsylvania, between 1905 and 1912 or in Hamburg, New York,
between 1912 and 1917. Unfortunately it is not clear what these bottles may have
contained or where they were originally deposited. Just like 8FR369, this site is a good
place for a camp. It is high, dry, and strategically placed at the mouth of Big Bayou. The
artifact assemblage clearly indicates that people have been using this site for the better
part of two millennia.
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Figure 24. Glass fragments from 8FR370. From left: Brown glass bottle base fragmentMonarch or Erie oval shaped (USF Cat No. 09-4); clear glass bottle with broken neck,
made between 1905 and 1917 (USF Cat. No. 09-2)

Table 15. Materials Recovered, 8FR370
Cat. #
Poss.
at FSU

Provenience
Surface, Phelps
1970

USF
Concentration,
8FR370- pine tree roots
09-1
-19 cm

Materials
1 Swift Creek Complicated-St
2 Weeden Island
1 grog-tempered plain
1 Carrabelle Incised
1 check-stamped
2 grog-tempered plain
1 poss sandstone hone fragment
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Wt (g)

86.0
12.2
93.7
14.7
42.4

Table 15. (Continued)
09-2

Surface,
2 indeterminate incised
Collection of shell 1 brick fragment (prob. modern)
1 clear glass bottle, broken neck
1 oyster shell
2 Rangia cuneata shells
1 possible Polinices duplicatus
(Neverita) shell
1 possible Thai (Stramonita) sp. shell

10.0
102.2
146
62.5
54.3
23.3
29.1

09-3

Natural shell break 1 crown conch shell

38.0

09-4

Road surface near
its end at water

23.2
59.1
2.0
48.3
21.8
7.4
7.1
46.4
5.5
3.9

1 indeterminate punctate sherd
6 check-stamped
1 indeterminate incised
5 grog-tempered plain
3 sand-tempered plain
2 grit and grog-tempered plain
1 grit-tempered plain
1 brick fragment
1 brown glass bottle base fragment
1 columella tool, awl

108

Newly Recorded Archaeological Sites
Big Bayou South Site, 8FR1265
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 679853 N 3283849
Physiography: On south shore of Big Bayou, approximately 1.3 km from the mouth of
Big Bayou, west of 8FR356
Area: Approximately 600 m long
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: Unknown; No controlled excavations have been conducted at the site.
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex; Dirego and Bayvi soils, tidal
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, slash pine flatwoods, oak-rosemary scrub
Discovery Method: Surface inspection of plowed firebreaks
Time Period: Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Good to Fair. Intact deposits probably remain a ways back from the shore.
Significance: Potentially medium to high
Impacts: Coastal erosion, possible looting
Recommendation: Monitoring, test to determine presence of intact cultural deposits
Field Investigation: Our 2009 crew surface surveyed this site coming west from 8FR356.
After passing the west boundary of 8FR356, as noted on Miller’s site form, there was a
break in the distribution of shell and artifacts on the ground surface. They then
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reappeared in firebreaks at either side of a sand ridge but not by the water. There were
some areas where the oyster shell was dense and others where it was quite sparse, which
is to be expected if the site was only being used for short periods of time. Since there was
at least a 1 km gap between 8FR356 and this area, we decided to call it a new site.
Site summary: While the plain and check-stamped sherds provide little indication for a
period of occupation, the Lake Jackson and Pensacola Incised sherds provide evidence of
a late prehistoric, Fort Walton habitation. Shell-tempered pottery appears to be less rare
on St. Vincent than it is elsewhere in the Apalachicola delta area. The artifact assemblage
for Fort Walton sites usually contains between 1 and 5 percent shell-tempered pottery.
The shell-tempered pottery at 8FR1265 may be a regular part of Fort Walton culture, or it
may indicate a closer affinity with coastal, late prehistoric cultural adaptations farther
west. The Ruskin Dentate-stamped ceramic type was defined by Willey to occur in the
Tampa Bay region (1949:441-2, Plate 37a), and as a result is usually not noted in
northwest Florida. The sherd found at the Big Bayou South Site bears a striking
resemblance to this type with surface impressions that were likely made by a comb, a
shell, or some other type of toothed implement. It is likely from a Middle or Late
Woodland habitation.
The remainder of the artifact assemblage from the site consists of plain and
less diagnostic types with a wide range of tempers. The site is located on a dune ridge at a
slightly higher elevation than the surrounding land and was likely a nice, sheltered,
comfortable place on the shore of Big Bayou. Future subsurface investigation of the site
could provide evidence of intact deposits and possibly other periods of habitation.
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Table 16. Materials Recovered, 8FR1265
Cat. #
Provenience
USF
Surface of ridge
8FR126509-1

Materials
2 check-stamped sherds
7 grog-tempered plain
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
3 grit-tempered plain

09-2

1 Pensacola Incised
1 indeterminate incised
1 Ruskin Dentate-Stamped
1 Lake Jackson rim, ticked
3 grog-tempered plain
1 sand-tempered plain
1 grit-and limestone-tempered plain
2 grit-tempered plain

surface, E end of
site

Wt (g)
19.0
47.9
10.3
17.5
43.2
1.9
13.8
47.7
24.9
2.2
4.7
18.1

Mallard Slough Site, 8FR1277
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, E 0684826 N 3281718
Physiography: On the eastern shore of St. Vincent Island, approximately 2 km north of
the southeast corner of the island
Area: Approximately 500 m long along shoreline (NNE-SSW)
Elevation: Sea level to 2 m
Stratigraphy: While controlled excavations have not been conducted at this site, Stapor
took sediment cores in the Mallard Slough area of the island and included the stratigraphy
in Miller et al.’s 1980 report.
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Figure 25. Stratigraphy of Mallard Slough Area of St. Vincent Island. Courtesy of Frank
Stapor (adapted from Miller et al. 1980:211)
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex; Dirego and Bayvi soils, tidal
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, wetland grasses
Discovery Method: Surface inspection of exposed shoreline
Time Period: Fort Walton
Integrity: Poor. It is likely that little of the site remains intact.
Significance: Low
Impacts: Severe coastal erosion, vehicle traffic
Recommendation: Monitor, especially after storms to locate diagnostic artifacts
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Field Investigation: Before the area was known to be an archaeological site, Stapor took
a continuous sediment core here in 1978 at what he called “site ‘B’” (Figure 25). He
noted that estuarine and marine mollusk shells were the dominant material recovered. In
his report he made no mention of cultural material.
In 2009 the site was first identified when two crew members accidently got USF’s
field vehicle stuck in the sand at the southernmost portion of Tahiti Beach Road. Though
the truck has a winch, but there was nothing in the immediate area to winch to, just open
shoreline and grassy marsh. While waiting for a Refuge employee to help pull the truck
out, one crew member saw and recovered three plain pottery sherds. Later during the
2009 field season a larger group of crew members walked the area and collected many
more pottery sherds. 8FR1277 was established to be its own site because there was
approximately a 1 km gap with no pottery or shell between it and the 8FR354/8FR830
sites. The crew chose to name it the Mallard Slough site after the nearby body of water.
Site Summary: The presence of the three shell-tempered sherds, by definition, indicates a
Fort Walton or later period occupation. While the iron fragments are most likely modern,
the check-stamped sherd could easily also be from the Fort Walton period or perhaps
earlier. Definitive evidence of occupation during earlier times may be drowned below the
water table.
Occupation of this area of the beach would have been advantageous thanks to
the nearby oyster and mullet resources (see discussion under St. Vincent Point site
8FR354) and relatively low bug population due to strong winds. Mallard Slough
seasonally offers fresh water to the island’s animal species and also could have been a
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water resource for prehistoric people. The presence of this water, however, would make
subsurface testing of the site difficult. Due to its low elevation, future archaeological
testing of the site should be conducted during drier months so that shovel tests do not fill
up with water.

Table 17. Materials Recovered, 8FR1277
Cat. #
Provenience
USF
Surface
8FR127709-1

Materials
2 shell and grog-tempered plain sherds
1 sand-tempered plain

09-2

2 indeterminate incised
15 grog-tempered plain sherds
1 shell and grog-tempered plain
1 limestone and grog-tempered plain
1 check-stamped, grog-tempered
4 sand-tempered plain
7 grit-tempered plain
7 grit-and grog-tempered plain
3 iron fragments

Surface at
E0684826
N3281718
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Wt (g)
15.8
5.2

33.8
194.0
20.9
6.2
21.3
31.6
51.7
37.2
21.7

Previously Recorded Material
Phelps Material
Phelps was employed by FSU at the time he conducted his survey of St. Vincent.
He later transferred to ECU and upon his move took all the St. Vincent material to North
Carolina with him. After he retired, FSU asked that ECU return Phelps’s material from
his Florida projects. Charlie Ewen, a professor at ECU returned the artifacts and the
accompanying documentation upon this request. Since Phelps’s passing, his estate has
given ECU several additional boxes of material, including some field books from Florida.
Even with this newly acquired material, Ewen said that he did not doubt that some of the
St. Vincent documentation is missing. The FSU anthropology department has material
that Phelps collected from the following 8FR sites: 1, 2, 4-6, 8-11, 13, 22, 23, 25-27, 3847, 45-55, 57-60, and 64. Most of these sites, however, are not from St. Vincent. On a
June 2009 field trip to the FSU Collections Nancy White looked at five boxes containing
materials with these site numbers. Rochelle Marrinan, said that all the boxes were preMiller’s 1980 project and at least one box was pre-Phelps. Unfortunately, the material
was in such disarray and so badly labeled that neither of them was able to piece together
what information was from what site. Perhaps in the future some notes will turn up from
the Phelps estate or elsewhere.
BAR Collections
The BAR in Tallahassee had some artifacts that were from St. Vincent Island but
had no known association with a particular site. These artifact counts can be seen in
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Table 18. Catalog number 09.212.1.1 was a hammerstone (Figure 26). At a 2009
archaeology day program, a local collector showed us two similar hammerstones that she
had collected from the east side of the island. These artifacts are interesting because no
formal archaeological surveys on the island have produced hammerstones. In fact, the
surveys that have been completed thus far have recovered very little lithic material. The
BAR collection of artifacts also contained diagnostic Weeden Island and Fort Walton
sherds, like the Cool Branch Incised sherd in Figure 27.

Table 18. Artifact counts from St. Vincent Island with no site association housed
at the BAR (Cat. No. 76.114.1, 09.212.1, and 06A.169.1-4, 7, 9-12)
Type
Fort Walton Incised
Cool Branch Incised
Marsh Island Incised
Carrabelle Punctate
check-stamped
plain sherds
hammerstone
Total

N
3
1
1
1
8
7
1
22
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W
52.5
10.1
70.9

268.9
402.4

Figure 26. Hammerstone from St. Vincent Island housed at the BAR in
Tallahassee (Cat. No. 09.212.1.1)

Figure 27. Cool Branch Incised sherd from St. Vincent Island housed at the BAR
in Tallahassee (Cat. No. 06A.169.10.1)
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In addition to the artifacts previously mentioned, the BAR had a collected of
artifacts with the catalog number 93.526.3. This number indicates that it was collected by
Miller et al. during their 1980 survey. The provenience for these artifacts was labeled as
“Locality A.” Miller said in a 2004 email conversation that is on file at the BAR that “A”
was not a recorded archaeological site, but a geological core. Artifact counts for
“Locality A” can be seen in Table 19.
Table 19. Artifact counts from Miller et al.’s “Locality A,” a geological core
Type
Fort Walton Incised
indeterminate incised
plain sherds
Total

N
3
1
30
34

W
38.9

38.9

Two sandstone fragments and a fossiliferous chert unifacial scraper were part of
the BAR collection listed as part of the Frances Keith collection and “poss8FR352.” An
accompanying note and map on file at the BAR said that a survey had been turned in to
the State Archaeologist, Ross Morrell, in June of 1967. The letter went on to say that
while vacationing on Indian Pass Beach in June of 1966, Keith visited the site twice (with
permission from Jay Shula) and collected “numerous surface sherds, shell artifacts and
stone.” Current records only attributed the sandstone fragments and a unifacial chert tool
to the Keith collection. Also, while the bag listed the provenience as “poss8FR352” the
map that accompanied the note showed the collection to have gone from 8FR352
possibly as far as 8FR369. As a result, we chose to consider that material being from a
general St. Vincent Island location.
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A large number of artifacts were also present with their provenience listed as
“Saint Vincent General Coll.” Marie Prentice from the BAR advised us, after looking at
the accession information for these bags, that there was a possibility that these sherds
could be from anywhere in Franklin County. As a result, for time’s sake, these sherds
were not identified or photographed.
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Archaeological Testing
The operations and results of test excavations at two previously recorded sites are
detailed below. This testing was conducted in hopes of obtaining more controlled data
from two sites that we had time for during our survey. As described in the field methods
section, the two test units successfully produced archaeological data and materials from
undisturbed midden zones at both the 8FR364 and 8FR71 sites. These excavations have
provided enough information to allow a much better characterization of the prehistoric
use of the island, as discussed in the final chapter of this thesis.

Paradise Point Site, 8FR71
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle West Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, UTM Zone 16, E 684335 N 3285225
Physiography: Northeast shore of St. Vincent, on St. Vincent Sound approximately
3.75km south of mainland, 2.4km NW of the northeast tip of the island
Area: Ovular in shape, approximately 140m E-W by 40m N-S (estimated from site form)
Elevation: Sea level to approximately 1m
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Stratigraphy:

Figure 28. USF’s 2009 stratigraphic section of shoreline ridge face, south wall of TUA at
8FR71; unit excavated in natural, cultural levels
Soils: Bohicket and Tisonia soils, tidal, poorly drained, nearly level
Present Ground Cover: Beach/dune, beach grasses, palm forest
Discovery Method: Local informant (Martin Perry-former Refuge manager); visited by
Phelps in 1970 but reported to the FMSF by J. Miller in 1980
Time Period: Late Archaic, Deptford, Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton,
Lower Creek/Seminole
Integrity: Good; intact deposits remain but have been heavily affected by coastal erosion
throughout the years
Significance: High; multiple components and has previously produced a human burial
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Impacts: Severe coastal erosion, some looting, 1839 boat dock and structure
Recommendation: Monitoring, additional archaeological testing below the water table to
obtain artifacts for dating and other data on earliest occupational components
Site Description: The Paradise Point site is located on the east side of the island’s north
shore, on a protruding, larger point of land. The site is an oval oyster shell midden that
has a fairly straight edge along the shoreline and a rounded or truncated, southern
boundary where the elevation slopes down into the nearby wetland. A large portion of the
site has eroded away since it was investigated in 1981 and doubtless an even larger
portion since it was occupied by Native Americans. Braley (1982:22) described it as
extending 155 m east-west along the shore and 40 m north-south at its widest portion in
the center.
Well-known among the locals, the site has been nicknamed “Cabbage Top”
because it is covered with cabbage (sabal) palm forest amid the surrounding grassy
wetlands. As a result, the site is easily distinguishable using aerial imagery (Figure 29).
The site is approximately 1 m above the neighboring salt marsh, which extends over a
kilometer south until the next relatively high ground, a beach dune, is reached. Various
streams that form in the swales of the island fluctuate between fresh and more salty water
and dissect the landscape around the site. These streams may have provided easy canoe
access through the wetlands along with access to the aquatic resources of St. Vincent
Sound.
Site 8FR71 is not accessible by land and must be reached by boat. Even then, the
waters of the sound are shallow and full of grass preventing boats from docking right on
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the shore. Braley (1982:17) detailed the difficulty of reaching the site, battling the strong
winds and currents trying to push boaters out of the sound (westward) and the shallow
bottom causing boats to run aground 100 m away from the shore. Our 2010 portion of the
project was lucky to have the Refuge’s Dale Shiver transport us to and from the site in
the Refuge airboat. This allowed for us and our equipment to dock directly at the shore of
the site.

Figure 29. Aerial image of Paradise Point 8FR71, adapted from Google Earth; The site is
located at the large cluster of palm trees.
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Field Investigation:
Phelps/Miller et al.
Apparently Phelps filled out a site form for 8FR71 that was dated May 1, 1970,
but not actually turned in until Miller’s 1980 survey. The site form that was filed with the
FMSF states that Phelps did not visit the site during his 1970 survey but based the site
form on reports made by Refuge personnel. It should be noted that Miller et al. (1980) did
not visit the site either, but based their site form on Phelps’s original. The difficulty of
access may explain why neither researcher actually visited the site, though this is just
speculation.
The site form says that Phelps collected 41 sherds. Since Phelps did not visit the
site, it is believed that these sherds would likely have been acquired by Martin Perry, the
Refuge manager at the time. As shown in the table below (Table 20), this collection
consisted of one Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped, one Chattahoochee Brushed, one
Carrabelle Punctate, one Keith Incised, and the rest simply called “Weeden Island series”
(both check-stamped and plain).
Braley’s Research
As described earlier in the archaeological background chapter, Southeastern
Wildlife Services conducted test excavations from November 30 to December 8 1981, to
salvage some data after a human skeleton had washed out of site 8FR71. Braley’s team
dug nine 1-x-.5m test units with all material being sifted through 1/4 in mesh hardware
cloth. These units were intended to help determine the boundary of the site. While
digging in arbitrary 20 cm levels they encountered wet clay almost immediately. One
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1-x-5-m midden profile was also excavated behind the beach ridge at the site. This unit
was excavated in 20 cm levels and the soil was not screened; only feature fill was sifted.
A 30 cm square column sample was taken from the southeast corner of the trench (but it
is unclear if this was inside or outside the trench walls); this sample was screened through
both 1/4 in (64 mm) and 1/8 in (32 mm) mesh to recover small faunal remains. Since the
profile was the only test unit that was excavated on the midden, the crew conducted a
surface survey of the shoreline at low tide that was divided into 15 m segments for better
control.
When discussing the stratigraphy of the midden, Braley noted that there were
three distinct midden layers, one below a dark clay layer that suggested a higher-thanpresent sea level stand (the clay being a marine deposit). The team also recorded an ovoid
feature in the bottom of the western half of the trench. The feature contained midden fill,
eight sherds, and a 25 g fragment of water logged wood. Braley was not sure if the
feature was a post hole because he said the sides of the feature seemed to slope “too
gently.”
Excavated materials were 322 ceramic sherds (308 from the trench and 14 from
six of the nine small tests) which were all attributed to the Late Woodland and Fort
Walton. Surface collection of the site produced an additional 419 sherds, including some
Archaic and Early Woodland diagnostics, along with lithic materials and shell tools.
These are listed and discussed below. The artifacts that were recovered show that there
was occupation of the site from the Late Archaic through the Fort Walton periods.
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The diagnostic pottery that was encountered the most frequently was Fort Walton
Incised, comprising 3.8 percent of the total ceramic assemblage. While Braley says that
lithics were a rare find at the site, his research recovered much more lithic material at this
one site than we did for the entire island. The team found a Tallahassee point (Archaic
period) and a Hernando point (late Weeden Island period) (Figure 30). They also found
three Melongena corona shell-“picks” on the surface of the site.
Braley submitted a sample of shells for radiocarbon dating; unfortunately his
report does not specify the provenience of these shells. This yielded a date of A.D. 240
for the earliest occupation of the site (Braley 1982:22). He notes that this might be
suspect, because it is only a single date. It is also suspect because shells are not the best
material for radiocarbon dating. Marine shells exist in an environment where CO 2 is
highly variable due to water currents in a region (Stuiver & Braziunas 1993). The
calibration of such shells is then dependent upon a known database of calibrated marine
shell dates for their region. As of 1998 there were only three calibrated samples for the
whole Gulf of Mexico (Tykot 1998) and as Robert Tykot showed me, based on his data
as of 2000, none for Franklin or Gulf counties. After identifying the faunal material
recovered from the site, Braley commented that the presence of sea catfish (Arius felis)
indicated that the site was being used seasonally, during the warmer months of the year,
since the sea catfish are common in estuarine waters from March to December.
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Figure 30. Surface collection from Braley’s 1981 survey at 8FR71. From left: Hernando
point with attached oyster shell; Dalton or Tallahassee point; weathered, notched, and
retouched flake with attached barnacles, surface collection by Braley from site 8FR71
(BAR Cat. No. 93-82-05)
The skeleton that had been recovered from the site before Braley began his work
was incomplete and portions of the bones had been weather-bleached. Robert Dailey
from the Anthropology Department at FSU analyzed the skeleton and determined that the
individual was an Indian male, approximately 18 years old, and that there was no
indication of cause of death. During a 2010 trip to the BAR we viewed these remains.
They had the catalog number 93.014 with an accession number that indicated that the
remains had been transferred to the BAR in 1992 by C. and M. Hardman, “long-term
Dixie County amateur collectors.” The maxilla, teeth (Figure 31 and 32), vertebrae, ribs,
arms, legs, some pelvis, and one each wrist and ankle bones were present. I photographed
the mandible (Figure 31 & 32) for any further data that it may provide regarding the
individual and perhaps the inhabitants of the Paradise Point site.
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Figure 31. Mandible from Paradise Point (8FR71), superior view (BAR No. 93.14.15)

Figure 32. Mandible from Paradise Point (8FR71), right side view (BAR No. 93.14.15)
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A cache of chert bifaces housed at the refuge headquarters in Apalachicola is also
known to have come from the site (Figure 33). Unfortunately they were from a donated
collection and there is little information associated with them other than that they were
from site 8FR71.

Figure 33. Chert Biface Cache from donated collection from 8FR71, housed at the St.
Vincent NWR office in Apalachicola
USF’s Investigations
In March of 2010, a small USF crew along with geologists Frank Stapor, Joe
Donoghue, and two students (all from FSU) were transported to Paradise Point with the
original goal of excavating a formal test unit of at least one meter square and
coordinating this with the continuing investigations by our geologist colleagues. To
accomplish the second part, Stapor and Donoghue wanted to obtain samples for Optically
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Stimulated Luminescence (OSL) dating for their ongoing work on sea level fluctuation
curves. As noted in the archaeological background section, Paradise Point has long been
famous for its use of cultural and natural deposits to document sea level rises and falls.
Although the trip was scheduled for a day when the tides were predicted to be the
lowest of the winter season, incredibly complicated logistics and heavy rain altered the
original field strategy. Time no longer allowed for one 1 x 1-meter test unit but instead
more of a cut profile into the “sea cliff” or exposed shoreline face during the low tide.
This allowed us to access undisturbed deposits more quickly before they were
resubmerged as the tide returned. We set up Test Unit A (TUA), a 1-x-.5-meter unit,
along the shore and used backfill from the unit to build a small dam to help keep out
rising water. A bilge pump was also employed and became instrumental in siphoning
water out of the unit as it seeped in from the ground and spilled over the dam. Despite the
cold, wet, and aggressively gnatty conditions of that March day, we were able to get a
horizontal soil sample core (where soils have not been exposed to sunlight) for the OSL
date, as well as some artifacts from the three strata.
The southwest corner of TUA is located at UTM coordinates E684220.4
N3285388.3. (it was originally shot in by the geologists in lat-long degrees at N
29º41’05.7” W 085º05’46.0”). The unit’s location was chosen because it provided the
best exposure of the sea cliff and because it was an estimated 15 meters northwest of
Braley’s 1981 midden trench (which sadly we did not have the time to relocate). During
his survey, Braley (1982:18) was not able to tie his contour map of the site into mean sea
level because erosion had dislodged a USGS marker that had marked two feet (61 cm).
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Luckily, our project was able to work off a new datum which Donoghue set up just
beyond the west end of the site. This benchmark (SVI-001) elevation for the site is 1
meter above mean sea level. Based on the benchmark, the top of the datum stake (SW
corner of TUA) is .91 m.
TUA was dug in natural, cultural levels with all soil being water-screened through
eighth-inch mesh hardware cloth. While it was originally planned to use a water pump, it
turned out to be more efficient to waterscreen the old-fashioned way with buckets of sea
water. The first level began approximately 29 cm below datum. Due to time constraints,
only 3 levels were excavated. We reached the top of the lower midden, but did not cut
into it. A 2.5 liter flotation sample was taken from the second layer, a zone of clay, sand,
and shell zone below the upper midden.
The first level, which was located approximately 0 to30 cm deep, consisted of the
upper midden stratum that had been disturbed and washed over. The second level was a
stratum consisting of clay, sand, and shell approximately 30 cm thick. The third level was
a layer of blue clay (Gley 1 3/N or 3/10Y “very dark greenish gray” in the Munsell chart)
which had no artifacts. The horizontal soil sample for OSL dating was taken 35 cm below
the datum (+0.56 m relative to NAVD88) in a natural or geologic sand layer (level 2) that
was immediately on top of the clay layer. This cylindrical sample was taken horizontally
as a core into the exposed face so that we could recover soil that had not yet been
exposed to sunlight. The result of that date is 550 ± 50 years B.P. This date corroborates
the C 14 date Braley received. A shovel test was also dug approximately 50 m west of
TUA near a cluster of palm trees. No cultural material was present in the shovel test.
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Data and Materials Recovered 8FR71: Material processing in the USF archaeology
laboratory took place in the late spring of 2010 in standard archaeological fashion. The
2.5 liter soil sample was processed through flotation with graduate screen size fractions:
A= 1/4 in (6.35 mm), B=#20 geological screen or .034 in (.86 mm), and C=#50
geological screen or .0166 in (.29 mm). All artifacts, notes, maps, and electronic data are
currently curated at the USF archaeology lab. All cultural remains from the site,
including a reexamination of Braley (1982)’s work is summarized in Table 20.
Braley’s 1982 survey identified two Late Archaic sherds, one Deptford sherd,
four Swift Creek sherds, 24 Weeden Island sherds, and 31 Fort Walton sherds (Figure
34). Our 2010 survey only identified one Weeden Island sherd. Braley also recovered a
good-sized faunal assemblage from the small units, the trench, and the column sample.
We recovered 20 potsherds, shell columella, a metal fragment, one bone fragment, and a
very small amount of charcoal (which would nonetheless be dateable by AMS
radiocarbon method). All these materials are listed by provenience below.
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Figure 34. Top Left: Fort Walton Incised, Lake Jackson Incised; Bottom Left: Tucker
Ridge Pinched, fiber-tempered (all from Braley’s survey of 8FR71, housed at BAR in
Tallahassee, Cat. No. 93-82-48)
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Surface
Test Pit 1
Test Pit 2
Test Pit 3
Test Pit 5
Test Pit 6
Test Pit 7
Test Pit 9
Trench 1 TUA-2010, USF Total
Type
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
N
Wt
Fort Walton Incised
3
52
3
42
6
94
Lake Jackson Plain
3
17
14
76
17
93
possible Franklin Plain
1
9
1
9
Keith Incised
2
25
2
17
4
42
Carrabelle Incised
1
12
1
12
Carrabelle Punctate
1
12
1
22
2
34
Tucker Ridge Pinched
1
24
1
24
Weeden Island Incised
1
18
1
5
2
23
Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
5
82
5
83
fiber-tempered
2
11
2
11
check-stamped
29
540
1
9
37
258
1
26 68
833
fingernail incised
1
25
1
25
indeterminate incised
8
75
2
14 10
89
indeterminate punctate
3
34
1
7
4
41
indeterminate pattern
3
29
3
29
grit-tempered plain
40
416
1
3
26
178
1
3 68
600
grog & shell-tempered plain
1
14
1
14
grit & grog-tempered plain
21
262
4
47
1
75 26
384
sand-tempered plain
70
970
1
4
7
153
638
5
2 236 1615
grog-tempered plain
248 3099
1
9
2
5
6
43 100
774
9
102 366 4032
clay lump
1
13
1
13
Total Ceramics
442 5692
1
4
1
9
3
18
1
3
8
9
6
43 342 2051 21
269 825 8098
Dalton or Tallahassee point
1
5
1
5
weathered chert, unifacial tool
1
33
1
33
Hernando point
1
17
1
17
metal fragment
1
4
1
4
faunal material
8
923
34
15
749
106
1827
sandstone
2
40
4
85
6
125
charcoal
56
1
60

Table 20. Artifact counts for the 8FR71 site, including the material from Braley’s 1982 excavation housed at the BAR in Tallahassee and
USF’s 2010 excavation

Table 21. Materials Recovered, 8FR71
Cat. #
??

Provenience
Surface? donated
to NWR, stored
at office in
Apalachicola

Materials
Leon Check-Stamped rim
Fort Walton Incised rims
Point Washington Incised rim
Lake Jackson rim with D-lugs
Lake Jackson rim with handle
poss, Lamar Plain rim
Carrabelle Punctate rim
15 chert bifaces (cache) (Figure 34)
Busycon shell hammer
Busycon columella pick

Poss. at
FSU

Surface,
Phelps 1970;
poss recovered
by Refuge
manager
Perry

1 Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped
1 Wakulla Check-Stamped
1 Chattahoochee Brushed
2 Weeden Island plain
1 Carrabelle Punctate
1 Keith Incised
6 check-stamped
28 plain

Wt (g)

USF
TUA- Clay/Sand/
8FR71- Shell zone below
10-1
upper Midden
(Stratum I);
flotation

oyster shell fragments
oyster shell hash
charcoal

78.6
10.8
0.4

10-2

TUA washed-out
from surface
to ca. -30 cm,
prob. Strata
I and II mixed

1 Carrabelle Punctate sherd
1 check-stamped
2 indeterminate incised
1 indeterminate punctate (fingernail)
1 grit and grog-tempered plain
9 grog-tempered plain
1 grit-tempered plain
4 sand-tempered plain
1 UID bone fragment
1 columella
1 metal fragment

22.4
25.5
14.4
24.9
74.8
01.6
3.4
1.9
0.3
5.1
3.9

10-3

TUA Level 2

1 sand-tempered plain
1 oyster shell
1 piece charcoal

0.4
11.0
0.3
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Table 21. (Continued)
10-4

TUA Level 3

1 soil (bluish clay) sample

128.7

Ceramic Artifacts: USF’s Test Unit A was in an area of 8FR71 that is currently being
heavily affected by shoreline erosion. TUA uncovered 21 sherds in total. Although Level
1 (approximately 0-30 cm, corresponding with stratum 1) was disturbed and washed over,
it contained the only diagnostic sherd that was found in TUA. The sherd, of the
Carrabelle Punctate type, can be seen in Figure 35 along with an indeterminate incised
sherd and an indeterminate (fingernail) punctuate sherd, all from Level 1. Braley found
Carabelle Punctate sherds in all three of his midden zones. All the plain sherds from
8FR71 have been identified by temper because they may be from a plain vessel or piece
of a decorated vessel. Combining both Braley’s and USF’s ceramic assemblages, plain
sherds account for 84.5 percent of the total assemblage. Grit-tempered plain sherds
represent 8.2 percent of the total ceramic assemblage, grog-andshell-tempered sherds .1
percent, grit-andgrog-tempered sherds 3.2 percent, sand-tempered sherds 28.6 percent,
and grog-tempered sherds 44.4 percent.
While Braley recovered material that dates back to the Late Archaic and both
Phelps and Braley recovered material that dates up to the Fort Walton period, our
ceramics were only diagnostic Weeden Island types. We did recover one metal fragment
in Level 1, but this is not surprising considering the amount of disturbance that was
present in that level.
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Figure 35. Sherds from USF’s 2010 TUA at 8FR71, Level 1, approximately 030cm. From Left: Carrabelle Punctuate sherd (USF Cat. No. 2.1), indeterminate incised
sherd (USF Cat. No. 2.3), fingernail incised sherd (USF Cat. No. 2.4)

TUA produced one check-stamped sherd. Check-stamped pottery is only
diagnostic if it has a diagnostic attribute, like a podal support, or is associated with other
diagnostic types. In this area of Florida check-stamped pottery was first made in the
Deptford period (as early as 1000 B.C.) and was manufactured continuously into
protohistoric times (Marrinan and White 2007). Because the Carrabelle Punctate and
check-stamped sherds came from a disturbed setting, all that can be said is that this
stratum probably dates from some time during the Woodland.
Other Artifacts: No stone or shell artifacts were recovered from TUA. The metal
fragment was too small and corroded to be diagnostic. The material collected by
floatation of the soil sample only contained oyster shell fragments, and a minuscule
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amount of charcoal. We also did not encounter any human remains during our
excavation, even though human remains had been found at the site.
Site Summary: The artifact assemblage from 2010’s TUA is overall not very telling, and
should be reviewed in context with Phelps’s and Braley’s material. The level of blue clay
and OSL date may prove to be the most informative part of TUA. Stapor and Tanner
(1977) have previously used deposits at 8FR71 to show that there was a sea level fall of
three meters at the time of early Swift Creek (possibly late Early Woodland) occupation
at the site and a sea level rise of four meters at some later time during the Woodland,
after Weeden Island series ceramics were deposited. This new OSL date adds support to
the previously known sea level cycles. The Paradise Point Site is significant not just
because it can provide this valuable data regarding past sea level stands, but also because
it is one of only four sites on the island with evidence of Archaic period occupation and a
notable amount of lithic material.

St. Vincent Island 5 Site, 8FR364
Map Reference: USGS quadrangle Indian Pass, FLA 1982
Location: T9S R9W, UTM Zone 16, E 67675, N 3284750
Physiography: North shore on St. Vincent sound approximately 2.1 km south of the
mainland, at a long N-S oyster bar that was clearly a source of food in the past
Area: Miller et al. estimated the area to be approximately 1.9 hectares in 1980.
Elevation: Sea level to 3m

138

Stratigraphy: Approximately 1 m of shell (10YR 3/1) over sand (10YR 6/2), with
various dark spots that may have been from decomposed roots.

Figure 36. Schematic representation of west wall profile at USF’s 2009 Test Unit A at
8FR364. Stratigraphy discussed below.
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Figure 37. Photo of Test Unit A west wall at 8FR364
Soils: Duckston-Bohicket-Corolla complex
Present Ground Cover: Slashpine flatwoods, magnolia, mixed hardwoods; shell road
Discovery Method: Previously recorded site- located by Phelps in 1970, recorded by
Miller in 1980
Time Period: Swift Creek, Middle/Late Woodland, Fort Walton
Integrity: Good; estimated that 50 percent of the site has been or is being washed away
continually, but the part remaining is mostly intact
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Significance: High; intact cultural deposits and multiple components present
Impacts: Heavy looting, coastal erosion, and a road (Pickalene Rd.) directly next to
midden
Recommendation: This site is one of the richest on the island and it is therefore
recommended that continuing monitoring be done to record exposure of artifacts and
people looting, both here and at the sites on either side of the oyster bar (8FR363 and
8FR825).
Field Investigation: 8FR364 was first identified by Phelps in 1970. There are currently
no notes from his work to know what he did at the site. Miller et al. visited the site in
1980 and only conducted a surface survey. They noted that the midden, which they
thought was possibly in the shape of a ring, was located 30 meters back from the shore.
Our crew did not see a ring but the shell midden had large linear depression in the middle
of it that could have been cultural or natural - from storm damage, midden accumulation
in unusual patterns, or even as a modern borrow pit to get shell for road. This low space
in the middle might have given an impression of a ring or oval of midden.
During the 2009 field season, we chose to dig a test excavation at this site because
it was so rich and appeared to have the potential for intact deposits back from the shore.
One sign of this was a large, recently fallen tree, whose roots were thick with midden
soils and contained a few potsherds. The unit was excavated in arbitrary 10 cm levels to a
depth of approximately 110 cm. The stratigraphy for this unit consisted of three strata,
which can be seen above in Figure 36 and 37. Stratum I was a dark gray soil with whole
oyster shells, Stratum II was a black soil with whole oyster, and then Stratum III was
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light gray, sterile beach sand. Like Miller’s interpretation of the stratigraphy at 8FR365, it
is likely that Stratum III was once white beach sand but that over time the soil pigments
from Strata I and II leached down and turned that into now gray sand.
Data and Materials Recovered 8FR364: Materials processing in the USF archaeology
laboratory took place in the late summer of 2009 in standard archaeological fashion. The
2.5 liter soil sample was processed through flotation like earlier mentioned samples. All
cultural remains from the site are summarized in Table 21.
Ceramic Artifacts: Ft. Walton Incised, Pensacola Incised, and check-stamped sherds
have been found at 8FR364 during surface collection along the bayshore. Lake Jackson
Incised was also found during surface collection elsewhere at the site. TUA only
produced two diagnostic sherds, both Keith Incised (Figure 38). They were found in level
4 and level 8. The presence of these sherds indicates a general Woodland period
occupation that extended into the Mississippi Period. The vertical distribution of these
ceramics also suggests that the midden at TUA was all deposited during the Late
Woodland.

Figure 38. Keith Incised sherds from 8FR364’s TUA level 4 and level 8 (USF Cat. No.
09-24.1 and 09-47.1, respectively)
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L2

L3

L4

L5

L6

L7

L8

L9

L 10

1

1
17

3

3

1120

1

3

10.9

8

3

1

1

38

8

23

11

1
6

4

1

4
12
913
8
9
45
5
3
6
1090
11
651
3
2756
3
3
1
397
1
1
1
8
1
1
39268

2
2
119
1
2
13
2
1
5
190
2
341
1
679
2
1
56

Wt

L 11 Mixed Totals

N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N Wt N

L1

Swift Creek Compl-st
1
1
1
3
Keith Incised
1
6
1
6
check-stamped
14
67 25 172 6 126 29 239 10
46 23 176 7
64 3
12
1
7
fabric impressed
1
8
indeterminate-st
2
9
indet incised
1
4
4
17
2
7 2
5
indet punct
1
3
1
2
grit&grog-t pl
1
3
grit-t pl
2
1
1 1
1
1
4
grog-t pl
58 245 20
56 14 107 43 164 8
22 4
15 11
92 22 310 7
59 3
9
limestone-t pl
1
8
1
2
sand-t pl
99 137 48
91 43
85 67
78 15
19 14
43 11
67 20
48 8
31 7
30
poss. Cer. hone frag.
1
3
TOTAL SHERDS
175 461 93 319 69 339 143 499 33
87 42 236 30 227 48 379 17
95 12
49
clay lump
1 2.8
1
1
glass shard
seeds
15
1 6
1 1
1 22
1
4
1 2
1 3
1
charcoal
4
6
21
38
24
37
27
58
143
23
natural stone
1
1
slate frag
possible mica
1
1
faunal material*
2928
4855
3590
4349
2991
4147
4393
2300
4203
4383
*Faunal materials identified in Marrinan appendix

Type

Table 21. All cultural material recovered from Test Unit A at 8FR364

Faunal Remains: Rochelle Marrinan, her graduate student Alexandra Parsons, and her
Spring 2010 paleonutrition class identified and analyzed our plethora of faunal material
from TUA at 8FR364. Their results can be seen in the Appendix. The faunal assemblage
for TUA consists mainly of fishes, particularly mullet, drums, and catfishes, but also
contains small numbers of mammals, birds, turtles, and whale. This assemblage is
consistent with a coastal profile, representing food sources that would have been present
on the island and easily reached by canoe or by foot. While there is some slight variation
in species present that can be seen when the unit is broken down by level, there are no
overall trends that can be seen throughout the unit.
The faunal analysis identified a minimum number of individuals (MNI) for RayFinned Fish at 126, showing fish and oyster to be the main food sources (due to the sheer
volume of oyster shell, we only have oyster from one level to use as a representative
sample). Mullets were the most dominant fish group. A local avocational fisherman told
us in 2009, as mentioned above, that there is a mullet run along the eastern side of the
island where you can simply dip a net into the water and gather fish. It only makes sense
that prehistoric people would have made use of this abundant, easily accessed resource. A
single vertebra of freshwater catfish was identified in Level 6. This, along with a few gar
bones, suggests that there was probably enough freshwater on the island for these species
to grow in and for the island’s occupants to drink. The faunal analysis also highlights that
there is a noticeable lack of fish that are commonly found around reefs, suggesting that
the site’s inhabitants did not venture far offshore for food.
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An unusual item found in TUA was a fragment of whale bone, likely from a
scapula or pelvis. Whale has not been found at any other coastal site in the region. An
Oliva sayana shell was found in level 6. This shell (Figure 39) appears to have some sort
of cut marks and a possible drill hole on it.
Other Artifacts: TUA did not contain any lithic material. One very small piece of red
plastic (<.1g) that was found in level 8 had flaked off one of the old buckets that we had
been using during the excavation. TUA also contained a shard of glass (3.1 g) and a small
piece of slate (7.9 g) (possibly modern construction material) that were both found in a
“mixed” provenience. Because these materials were from the unit wall it is not
unreasonable to believe that they were on or near the surface of the midden and somehow
fell into the unit. There was no other evidence to suggest that TUA was in a disturbed
midden.

Figure 39. Oliva sayana shell with possible cutmarks from 8FR364 (USF Cat. No.
09-39)
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During the March 2010 trip to St. Vincent to conduct research on Paradise Point
(8FR71), a metal stake was driven into the SW corner of TUA for future reference. This
was done so that once the wooden stake decomposes, the test unit will still be locatable
with a metal detector. FSU geologists Donoghue and Stapor accompanied us on this trip
so we could get their expert evaluations of the site morphology. When asked what they
thought of the U-shaped midden, Stapor seemed to think that it was hollowed out as a
borrow pit for road fill but Donoghue was uncertain about the origin of this shape.
With the grant money I received from the Florida Archaeological Council I was
able to obtain two radiocarbon dates. We first chose to sample charcoal from level 10
since it was the first 10 cm level of midden directly on top of the sterile beach sand. The
results of this C14 date indicate earliest occupation at 2 Sigma Cal A.D. 560- 660 (p =
.95). The second charcoal sample was taken from level 4. Since level 4 and 8 both
contain Keith Incised sherds, we are hoping to absolute date the test unit to see if it was
all deposited during one time period or over multiple periods. The charcoal sample from
level 4 produced a date of 2 Sigma Cal A.D. 870- 1010 (p = .95). Based on these data, the
stratigraphy for TUA took about 300 years to be deposited. The general suggestion is for
30 cm of midden deposited per century as people exploited the rich bay waters in this
area of St. Vincent.
Site Summary: While Miller et al.’s 1980 survey identified from Phelps’s material two
Swift Creek (ca. A.D. 100-700) sherds and three Weeden Island (ca. A.D. 400-1000)
sherds, our 2009 survey and excavation of the site identified one Swift Creek sherd, two
Weeden Island sherds, and seven Fort Walton (A.D. 1000-ca. 1700) sherds. This
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indicates an occupation from Early through Late Woodland with a very thin occupation
of Fort Walton on top.
Site 8FR364 is significant and potentially eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. It still contains intact deposits and has at least two prehistoric
components. The site is also the only one on the island that extends far back from the
shore (approximately 100 m). This has insured its preservation and also makes it worth
studying further. The USF investigations exposed large sherds and bone in situ and
demonstrated that the deposits are not secondary, wave-tossed cultural materials but in
place where people first left them
It is estimated that 50 percent of the site has eroded. As a result, it is possible that
we were excavating on what was once the back side of the midden. Before excavations
began, we assumed that TUA would contain stratified midden material but its contents
suggest only Late Middle to Late Woodland occupation. Our survey found Fort Walton
ceramics at the water’s edge within the site boundaries. There were also fewer artifacts
uncovered in the shell midden than we expected. The inhabitants of the site would have
most likely used wooden or other perishable materials, especially if they were bringing
items over from the mainland. Artifacts made of wood or other plants would have floated
if dropped in the water during boat travel and so could have been retrieved. While we
considered 8FR364 to be named the Pickalene Midden site, this entire segment of the
north shore area around Pickalene Bar should really be called Pickalene Midden. The
area here is so heavily littered with artifacts that it is nearly impossible to see any breaks
between sites. If breaks were seen during earlier surveys it could possibly be from looting
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or wave activity. Many locals who collect pottery or monitor sites in the area should be
careful to be more specific about which site they are referring to, since there is such a
high concentration in this area.
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Research Findings
St. Vincent Settlement Patterns
Here I discuss the record of prehistoric chronology and settlement on St. Vincent
Island and how this work has expanded the archaeological record of several sites and
documented the intensive use of the island for several millennia. Schematic diagrams of
the island show site distribution. We first find evidence of the occupation of St. Vincent
in the Archaic period. Figure 40 shows the four sites that have produced artifacts dating
to the Archaic (fiber-tempered pottery). Occupation during this period was located in
discrete areas across the north shore. Unfortunately no intact Archaic-period deposits
have been found on the island, so all our information comes from artifacts that have been
found washing out onto the shore.

Figure 40. St. Vincent Late Archaic sites
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Figure 41. St. Vincent Early Woodland sites
8FR71

Figure 42. St. Vincent Middle Woodland sites
The Middle and Late Woodland periods show the first signs of heavy occupation
of the island (Figure 42 and 43-based on ceramics found at the sites). Artifacts from this
time, such as Weeden Island Incised, Tucker Ridge Pinched, Carrabelle Punctate and
Incised, and Keith Incised sherd, are found all across the north shore of the island. We
can see a clear concentration of habitation during this time, around the Pickalene oyster
bar. This concentration begins in the Early Woodland and extends into the Fort Walton
period.
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Figure 43. St. Vincent Late Woodland sites
The Fort Walton period, as seen in Figure 44, has the most extensive (which may
not mean the heaviest or most intensive) occupations of all the prehistoric/protohistoric
habitation. While it may be due to erosion, the destruction of sites, and sampling error,
this is the only time period we see with occupation of the eastern shore of the island. Like
the other time periods, Fort Walton people made use of St. Vincent’s entire north shore.

Figure 44. St. Vincent Fort Walton sites
The historic Native American components indicate the time period with the least
representation on the island (Figure 45). We only had three sites that produced these
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artifacts, historic gun flints or Lamar pottery. It is possible that at this time early historic
peoples were using the island, or Indians with Euro-American artifacts, and this obscures
the record of historic Native American occupation. Our survey was not focused on
historic sites, however 8FR370 was the only prehistoric site to produce historic Euroamerican artifacts, such as a glass bottles.

Figure 45. St. Vincent Historic Native American sites
St. Vincent Compared to Other Barrier Islands
This section compares the archaeological record of St. Vincent to that of the
Florida panhandle’s other barrier islands and some coastal sites. The main characteristics
of each that are examined are their faunal assemblages, period of occupation, intensity of
occupation, and site location. Regarding the faunal assemblages, larger patterns and
uncommon species are underscored in this section. For more detailed information on the
faunal assemblage of St. Vincent 5 (8FR364) TUA’s faunal assemblage, please see the
Appendix written by Marrinan and Parsons. The identified faunal species from Braley’s
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survey of the Paradise Point Site (8FR71) are not as numerous as those recovered by USF
from TUA, but Braley’s assemblage does contain all the same species.
Dog Island
Dog Island is located in the Florida panhandle, east of St. Vincent Island,
approximately 6 km south of the coastal town of Carrabelle. It is nearly 11 km long and
runs on a southwest-northeast axis. Seventy five percent of Dog Island is a part of the Jeff
Lewis Wilderness Preserve and is owned by The Nature Conservancy (The Nature
Conservancy 1995) while the other 25 percent of the island is used for private residences
(White et al. 1995:1).
Like St. Vincent Island, Dog Island’s artifact assemblages indicate that people
first visited during the Late Archaic. Based on the diagnostic fiber-tempered pottery
recovered by survey and presented by collectors, habitation steadily increased through the
Early-Middle Woodland, Late Woodland, Fort Walton, and even into the protohistoric
period. While historic occupation on St. Vincent included a confederate fort, private
game hunting facilities, and cattle pasture, Dog Island housed a turpentine camp and
WWII army camp.
The prehistoric and protohistoric sites for both islands are all located along the
bayshore where they are protected from Gulf storms and privy to the bays’ rich resources.
The size of these sites also indicates seasonal occupation, perhaps repeatedly throughout
the last few millennia. Unfortunately no faunal analysis has yet been conducted for any of
the Dog Island sites. A few shells were collected from the island and identified, however
the 1995 White et al. report does not note if these shells appear to be modern or
153

archaeological. Scallop, oyster, and angel wing clam shells were collected from the
surface of the Tomyris Site (8FR800), a possible Fort Walton period site, and a small
clam shell listed as “typical of midden (?)” was collected from the Dog Island II Site
(9Fr343), a late Weeden Island/Fort Walton period site. The St. Vincent 5 site (8FR364)
produced oyster and angel wing clam in 2009, showing that mollusks were major food
sources on both islands.
St. Joseph Peninsula
St. Joseph Peninsula is technically not an island but a barrier peninsula; it has
much of the same topography, vegetation, animal resources, and weather as the other
islands. St. Joseph Peninsula is located west of the town of Port St. Joe and connects to
the mainland at Cape San Blas. Less than 1.6 km wide, it sits on a northwest-southeast
axis, with the northern half of the peninsula consisting of the St. Joseph Peninsula State
Park. The park encompasses 1018 hectares of land and is home to two prehistoric
archaeological sites, the Old Cedar Site (8Gu85) and the Eagle Harbor Site (8Gu81), as
well as the 1700-1720 Spanish Fort San Jose (Benchley and Bense 2001). The southern
portion of the St. Joseph Peninsula contains two more prehistoric sites on land owned by
the Apalachicola Reserve/St. Joseph Bay State Buffer Preserve: Richardson’s Hammock
(8Gu10) and Lighthouse Bayou (8Gu114) (White et al. 2002:1).
The Old Cedar Site and Eagle Harbor Site’s artifact assemblages indicate that
people occupied that area during the Middle and Late Woodland and the Fort Walton
periods. Richardson’s Hammock has evidence of occupation from the Early Woodland
(including a Middle Woodland burial mound) to the Fort Walton period and interestingly,
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the Lighthouse Bayou Site has evidence for both Fort Walton and historic Native
American occupation. So far no fiber-tempered ceramics or other Archaic evidence are
known from St. Joseph Peninsula. While occupation on the peninsula therefore
apparently began one or two thousand years after that of St. Vincent, it is unique in that it
appears to have been used with greater intensity during the Woodland than the Fort
Walton period. Like on St. Vincent, habitation of the island grows significantly during
the historic period with the peninsula being used for the Spanish Fort or presidio and later
World War II training.
Also like on St. Vincent Island, the prehistoric sites are located on the bay side
(eastern side) of St. Joseph Peninsula. While most of St. Vincent’s sites are small, thus
suggesting that they were used seasonally for short periods of time, the St. Vincent Island
5 Site (8FR364) is much larger and culturally richer than others on the island. The Old
Cedar Site (8Gu85) on the St. Joseph Peninsula is similar. It is comprised of a shell
midden that is between 50 and 70 cm thick and an abundance of artifacts (1152 artifacts
were collected from only nine shovel tests during the survey) (Benchley and Bense
2001:69-70). While a formal faunal analysis has not been done for the faunal material
collected from the peninsula, they did a very rough faunal identification. At the Old
Cedar Site (8Gu85) lightning whelk and conch shell were present while bivalve mollusks
made up most of the 13.3 kg faunal assemblage. Fish and mammal bones were also
plentiful. The Eagle Harbor Site (8Gu81) also contained conch and lightning whelk shell.
These faunal assemblages are similar to that of St. Vincent, however while mammal is
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present at St. Vincent Island 5 it is roughly only 10 percent of the assemblage and would
not be considered “plentiful.”
The Lighthouse Bayou, Richardson’s Hammock and all the sites around St. Joe
Bay are shell middens that do not consist mainly of oyster or clam shells, but rather large
gastropods such as whelks and conchs, as well as more saltwater species. This is
obviously related to the high salinity of this bay as compared with others in the
Apalachicola Bay system. Detailed faunal identification has not been conducted for
materials recovered from the Lighthouse Bayou Site, but has been conducted for the
Richardson’s Hammock Site. While the faunal assemblages for Richardson’s Hammock
and St. Vincent Island 5 are similar, there are a few differences to point out. While the
mammal species present are very much alike, St. Vincent Island 5 had an unknown whale
species. This is yet to be seen in the faunal assemblage of any other site in the
Apalachicola Delta region. St. Vincent had a much greater variety of fish (six different
taxa opposed to the two at Richardson’s Hammock) while Richardson’s Hammock had a
greater variety of invertebrates (25 different taxa opposed to St. Vincent Island 5’s 17).
So while some similarities can be seen between the faunal assemblages of St. Vincent
Island and the St. Joseph Peninsula, there a still some distinct differences.
Black’s Island
Black’s Island is a privately owned, 4.3 hectare island that lies in the
southwestern portion of St. Joseph Bay (Mayo and White 2001:3). The island is
considered one single archaeological site that was first occupied during the Early or
Middle Woodland period and then through to the Fort Walton period. Throughout
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historic times the island was owned by various individuals who used it mainly for
camping. The faunal analysis of Black’s Island identified the typical large gastropods
obtained from the salty bay, as well as clam, oyster, scallop, conch, and, unexpectedly, an
array of freshwater fish, which may have been brought from farther away or may reflect a
time when St. Joseph Bay was less salty. Most of the archaeological fauna from Black’s
Island are, however, similar to those of the coastal profile we see on St. Vincent. Lacking
fiber-tempered pottery or any other Archaic evidence, Black’s Island, like many of the
other sites described in this section, does not have evidence to date human occupation as
far back as that on St. Vincent.
St. George Island and Little St. George Island
St. George Island and Little St. George Island are located east-southeast of St.
Vincent, due south of the town of Apalachicola. While they were once connected by a
small pass that would periodically open and then silt up, today they are two separate
entities with St. George being over 30 km long while Little St. George only about 15 km
long (White 1997:8).
Little St. George is home to four prehistoric sites, all located on the bayshore and
likely seasonally occupied, that range from the Late Woodland to the Fort Walton periods
with a possible protohistoric, Lamar component at one site (White 1997:9). The island
also had a nineteenth-century lighthouse and an early twentieth century turpentine camp.
The occupational history is similar to that of St. Vincent in later prehistoric and historic
times, but it lacks the Late Archaic component that St. Vincent has at four different sites.
To date, no faunal analysis has been done for the island.
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St. George Island has a similar occupation pattern to that of Little St. George.
Again located on the bayshore, St. George has a string of shell middens dating from the
Late Woodland to the Fort Walton period. White (1997:11) also notes that the presence
of protohistoric and possible Lamar ceramics and other artifacts indicates some unknown
historic Indians, possibly from the Spanish period. The island was also used throughout
the historic period by the British during the War of 1812, by the Union army during the
Civil War, and by private individuals for cattle ranching, turpentine production, and
logging (White 1997:11). Interestingly, White (1997:11) notes that in 1994 an Archaic
point was found washing out of the eastern Gulf shore. This single artifact is noteworthy
because it provides evidence for earlier occupation of the island, placing human
occupation here just as old as on St. Vincent, and it is also the first of any prehistoric
artifacts to be found on the Gulf side of the island. It can be seen by looking at the other
islands just how unusual this find is. However this point could also have been deposited
during the time the island was part of the mainland, before the formation of the barrier
islands. Unfortunately for this study, there is yet no archaeological faunal analysis of
materials recovered on St. George Island for comparison.
Conclusions from Comparison
In summation, it appears that St. Vincent Island follows the pattern of the other
northwest Florida barrier islands, but has much more and earlier evidence of human use.
St. Vincent was one of the first islands to be used by Florida’s prehistoric people, with
artifacts dating back to the Late Archaic period. Its sites mainly consist of Woodland and
late prehistoric shell middens lining the bay shores and scattered historic sites that were
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for resource exploitation or rest stops during travel along the Gulf of Mexico. Based on
their size, it appears that these prehistoric sites were likely only occupied seasonally.
Further research and more faunal data could help to determine which seasons St. Vincent
was occupied, if it was being used seasonally. Some have argued that oysters were
favored by prehistoric people as a winter exploitation. Russo (1990) points out that
oysters are subject to disease during spawning in summer months (this is why modern
commercial oyster harvesting occurs from late autumn into the spring). Tropical storms
and hurricanes are also a risk of coastal occupation during summer months.
Many of the sites compared here have Fort Walton period occupation, and St.
Vincent has very extensive occupation during this period. Miller et al. says (1980:42) that
during the Fort Walton period less of a reliance would have been placed on wild
resources, like those available on St. Vincent, because people are presumably now
farming. Our data seem to contradict his findings: In fact 15 of the 18 prehistoric sites on
St. Vincent contain a Fort Walton component. Recent work on Fort Walton sites in the
entire Apalachicola delta region has led to the hypothesis that coastal Fort Walton people
were indeed still dependent upon the collection of wild, mostly aquatic resources while
their contemporaneous relatives inland were growing maize and other crops (White et al.
2012). The evidence from St. Vincent Island so far supports this hypothesis.
What mainly separates St. Vincent from the other barrier islands today is its
current use. As seen in the next chapter, being a part of the St. Vincent National Wildlife
Refuge means that it is federal land; it is also only reachable by boat, and only in certain
areas where a typical boat can come to shore. Not being easily accessible or disturbed by
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modern homes in part helps protect the archaeological sites here, but unfortunately its
lack of supervision has also helped cause the sites’ demise. Looting of St. Vincent’s
archaeological sites is widespread and constant. It is for these reasons we helped to create
the St. Vincent Island Volunteer Monitoring Program, discussed in a later chapter.
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Discussion of Research Questions
Do subsistence patterns on St. Vincent change through time?
Test Unit A, excavated in the summer of 2009 at the St. Vincent Island 5 Site is
the best source of controlled information we have for St. Vincent Island. As discussed in
earlier chapters, this unit produced a wealth of faunal material, from deposits over a
meter thick. This material was then analyzed in great detail by Rochelle Marrinan and
Alexandra Parsons from FSU. We obtained two radiocarbon dates from TUA. The first
sample, from Level 10, produced a date of A.D. 640, which is late in the Middle
Woodland. The second sample, from Level 4, produced a date with three intercepts
between A.D. 900 and 960, at the end of the Late Woodland. So for TUA we are looking
at a span of just over 300 years. The numbers of vertebrate taxa identified in these two
levels, there is not a significant difference. Invertebrate classifications have the most
variety in Levels 1-3, 6, and 7. Levels 4, 5, and 9-11 did not contain any invertebrates
other than oysters. While these differences can be seen when the unit’s faunal are broken
down by level, there are no overall trends that can be seen throughout the unit. Species
that were not seen in Levels 4 and 5 were seen in deposits both above and below. Braley
identified the faunal material found during his excavations at Paradise point, but in his
tables lumped everything together as “Species List for the Paradise Point Site, Weeden
Island-Fort Walton Period Midden.” While there are fewer species present than were
identified at St. Vincent Island 5, all the species that he listed are present at both sites.
161

Therefore, the current data do not suggest that there are any changes in subsistence
patterns through time, at least from Early through Late Woodland, which could span
arguably 1000 years.

Is there any change to human occupation on St. Vincent correlated with sea-level
rise and fall?
Geological data from St. Vincent and other Gulf Coast barrier islands have
previously been used to determine sea level fluctuations, including a sea level stand of
1.5m roughly 5000 B.P. and rises of 100 cm from A.D. 200 to 650 about present (Stapor
and Tanner 1977; Walker et al. 1995). Through the use of absolute and relative dating of
the archaeological record, it was hoped to be determined if life on St. Vincent changed
during these sea-level stands. The Paradise Point site stratigraphy includes a deeply
buried shell midden overlain by a blue/gray clay stratum indicating higher-than-present
sea level, over which is a later shell midden (Stapor and Tanner 1977, Braley 1982).
Walker et al. (1995) determined the rise to be 137 cm higher-than-present sea level at
approximately 1500-1300 BP. Our 2010 test unit at Paradise Point aimed to collect more
information pertinent to the timing of cultural reactions to this sea level rise, mainly in
regards to subsistence practices and possibly to site locations. Unfortunately, this test unit
did not produce any faunal material and only produced one sherd diagnostic of the Late
Woodland period, which supports both Braley’s C14 and our OSL date. The C14 dates
from TUA at St. Vincent Island 5 also place the midden deposit in the Late Woodland.
Since these two units coincidentally date to the same time period, they were not able to
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be used to judge change over time even if we had enough data. Ideally data from an
Archaic deposits would be used in the comparison since this time period matches up with
the sea level high stand that Stapor and Tanner identified. Sadly though, any Archaic
material found on the island has been from surface collection, so there is no indication of
how deep exactly these deposits might be or if there are any still intact. Nonetheless,
simply the stratification, cultural materials, and OSL date added by this research at this
site indicate that people were there during the Early to Middle Woodland, collecting
seafood, then the sea level rose and the clay stratum was deposited, then people came
back to live and deposit shell midden again after the sea level presumably dropped once
more.

There are no freshwater sources on St. Vincent in the area of the heavy site
concentrations. Where were the people of St. Vincent getting their water?
There are currently few clear fresh water sources on St. Vincent Island. None of
the previous archaeological investigations have mentioned where the prehistoric
inhabitants of the island would have been getting their water. We know that rain collects
in the swales and could have been a possible source of drinking water. We can assume
that these swales would not have changed much since St. Vincent was formed, as they
represent old beach ridges. Using ArcGIS, I conducted a watershed analysis to see where

rainwater is likely to accumulate and if that aligns with any of our sites, in order to
determine if this is where people were once getting their freshwater.
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A watershed analysis breaks the island into units, determines the slope of each
unit, and from there determines where rain water is likely to flow and accumulate. A 30
meter Digital Elevation Model (DEM), was taken from the USGS, and broke the island
into 30 x 30 meter squares. Then any “sinks” or gaps in data were identified and then
filled in as to avoid skewing the results (Figure 46). Slope for each square is then factored
in to determine where, given enough rainfall, water will collect. The final product can be
seen in Figure 47. The olive-green areas that have the most water running into them are
therefore the areas most likely to collect rain water. There appear to be several sinks in a
vertical arrangement in Figure 46 that give a strange pattern to the island in Figure 47. If
you compare Figure 47 to Figure 3 with all the archaeological sites labeled, it shows that
many of the sites, including Paradise Point (8FR71), St. Vincent Island 7 (8FR368), St.
Vincent Island 8 (8FR369), are located at points where rain water could easily
accumulate and be used as drinking water.
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Figure 46. 30 m DEM with sinks identified

Figure 47. Flow direction of 30 m DEM
How does St. Vincent relate to the other barrier islands in the area?
While the other barrier islands have their earliest prehistoric occupation dating to
only 3-4000 years, St. Vincent is believed to have older occupation because of its
proximity to the mainland and its wide variety of resources as a wide stretch of land
compared to the other, long, thin barrier islands. The hypothesis was that there is more
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and longer habitation on St. Vincent because the resources are more abundant. As seen in
the previous chapter, this is indeed the case. With the exception of Dog Island, St.
Vincent was the only one to have evidence of Late Archaic habitation (fiber-tempered
pottery and clay balls). St. Vincent also boasts a much more extensive list of faunal
species present in shell middens than any of the other islands. While the types of species
are similar at the other sites discussed, TUA on St. Vincent Island 5 produced many more
species of fish and shellfish and also a piece of whale bone (which has not been found at
any other site in the area).
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Conclusion
This current research is providing us with valuable information on the culturally
rich island of St. Vincent before it disappears. Looting and coastal erosion are quickly
taking a toll on St. Vincent’s prehistoric archaeological sites. It is hoped that this work
has helped to synthesize the information gathered from the previous surveys and increase
our breadth of knowledge of the island and the Apalachicola Delta region. While time and
budget constraints caused a severe limitation on what this project was able to accomplish,
perhaps it opened the door for future researchers to continue on with some of these
research questions.
Every year approximately 8,000 people visit St. Vincent Island for fishing,
hunting, hiking, and photography. These people often collect surface artifacts, even
though it is illegal on federal land. During 2009’s field season, with the help of the
Supporters of St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge we worked to establish an
experimental site-monitoring program in which local residents were taught the
importance of provenience, site number, and other information that helps interpret the
artifacts so that they learn to monitor the find and not to collect it. They were also
instructed on how to record that information, document the location of the find (either on
a map or a handheld GPS), and photograph it without disturbing it.
During our survey there were two sites, 8FR361 and 8FR362, that we were
unable to reach due to high sea levels and rough environments. The latest report we
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received from our monitors showed that despite inclement weather, they made it to both
of these sites and recorded the artifacts that were eroding out the midden. From a research
perspective, we can already tell that the monitoring program is a success. As time goes on
we hope to enlarge our group of volunteers so that the island’s cultural resources can be
properly monitored and managed, especially after storms.
The Refuge currently only has one full-time, employee on the island daily, so it is
difficult to monitor the loss of cultural resources through natural and human action.
While the field actively supports public archaeology and the education of the public,
illegal artifact collection is still a problem. If we can train the a few dedicated volunteers
on how to record information about an artifact and its location properly, then that
valuable knowledge may be available to archaeologists. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service employees were most helpful throughout the course of this research and a sheer
pleasure to work with. The experimental site-monitoring program will be a valuable
resource for public archaeology and will serve the goals of the Refuge management.
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Introduction
Faunal remains, both vertebrate and invertebrate, were recovered during the
excavation of a single 1-x-1 m test unit in a section of the St. Vincent 5 (Pickalene
Midden) site (8FR364). The unit was placed in an area thought to be intact, one not
compromised or redeposited by wave or wind action during storms. In its Gulfside
location, it is clear that some of the midden has been severely eroded. The test was
excavated to a depth of 110 cm below surface. Each level was arbitrarily set at 10 cm and
the majority was screened (water-separated) over 1/4 in hardware cloth. A 30-x-30-x-10cm (9-liter) sample was excavated from each level for flotation. Fraction A was 1/4 in,
Fraction B was 0.034 in (also known as geological screen #20), and Fraction C was .0116
in (also known as geological screen #50). No features were identified in the midden
during the excavation or at the base of the shell midden.
The samples were sorted and analyzed by student members of the Paleonutrition
class (ANT 4185) in the Department of Anthropology at Florida State University. The
comparative skeletal and molluscan collections of the department were used as proxies in
the identification of animals represented by the remains. Students rough-sorted,
identified, quantified, and described modifications to the faunal remains as they observed
them. Standard zooarchaeological determinations were made. Measurements included the
number of individual specimens (NISP) or fragment count, weight in grams, biomass
estimate using allometric scaling, number of heat altered or burned bones, number of
butchered or modified bone (for tools or other use), and the minimum number of
individuals (MNI) calculated based on the Principle of Paired Elements, age, sex, and
relative size observations.
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A series of spreadsheets have been attached to this brief report. The “Test Unit A
Composite” lists all of the taxa for all of the proveniences (including surface) in the
collection from Test A. A group of eleven level summaries follows. These list all of the
taxa identified in the individual levels. The level summaries do not include compound
proveniences (e.g., Level 1-3 wall cleaning). Finally, there are spreadsheets that present
the composite recovery from the column sample as “Fraction A Composite,” “Fraction B
Composite,” and “Fraction C Composite.”
The Samples
The samples included both vertebrate and invertebrate assemblages from
excavation levels, soil samples floated, and a few composite proveniences (e.g., surface,
floor cleaning). Large samples of oysters and other molluscs were provided only in the
flotation samples (Levels 1, 2, and 9).
Vertebrate Sample: In general, the vertebrate sample is dominated by fish. Rayfinned fishes (Actinopterygii) accounted for 80 percent of the biomass and 92 percent of
the MNI. Table 1 provides a summary by class.
Mammals: A single deer was identified along with other large mammal bones that
might also be deer. A single rabbit was also identified. The hispid cotton rat remains may
be commensal, that is, found in the samples because they lived and died in the midden.
The most surprising remains in the sample is Cetacean, specifically whale. The type of
whale is not known. A fragment of scapula or pelvis is most likely.
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Table A1. Vertebrate fauna by class
Class

Biomass in grams

% Biomass

MNI

% MNI

Mammals

2029.6

16.3

5

3.6

Birds

67.2

0.5

2

1.4

Turtles, chameleon

369.0

3.0

6

4.3

Ray-finned fishes

10,015.2

80.2

126

90.7

Totals

12,486.5

100.00

139

100.00

Birds: A few (16) fragments of avian bone were identified. These remain to be
identified at the Florida Museum of Natural History. When identifications have been
made, they will be added to the species list.
Turtles: Small mud or musk turtles were identified along with the remains of at
least one sea turtle. The genus of sea turtle was not determined. A third turtle, not a sea
turtle or mud turtle was also present, but unidentified.
Chameleon: A few fragments (5) of chameleon were recovered in the uppermost
level. As with the cotton rat, these remains probably represent a commensal occurrence.
The majority of these were found in the Fraction A sample (4); a single specimen was
recovered in Fraction B.
Ray-finned fishes: A considerable amount of fish remains were unidentified and
listed as Actinopterygii. Three groupings of taxa dominate the fishes. These fragments
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represent 43 percent of the fish biomass (5364.2 grams). Of the remains that could be
identified to family, genus, or species, mullets are the most dominant group. Two mullet
species are possible, the striped mullet and the white mullet. Our identifications are to
genus level only (Mugil sp.). The drums include fragments identified as Sciaenidae (the
drum family), Cynoscion sp. (seatrouts), Micropogonias undulatus (Atlantic croaker),
Pogonias cromis (black drum), and Sciaenops ocellatus (red drum). Catfishes, both
freshwater and marine, were identified in the sample. Siluriformes (the catfishes),
Ictaluridae (freshwater catfishes), Ariidae (marine catfishes), Ariopsis felis (hardhead
catfish), and Bagre marinus (gafftopsail catfish) represented the third group. A single
vertebra of freshwater catfish was identified in Level 6.
The ray-finned fishes species list includes a number of other fish that are
commonly identified in faunal collections from the Gulf coast: ladyfish (Elops saurus),
herrings (Clupeidae), jacks (Caranx sp.), and flounders (Paralichthyidae). Gars
(Lepisosteus sp.) are usually considered fresh-water fish and their presence might indicate
ponds on the island. However, they can tolerate some degree of brackish conditions.

Table A2. Ray-finned fish dominant in the collection. Biomass and MNI percentages
shown are for all fish and for the total vertebrate sample (in parentheses).
Taxa

Biomass in grams

% Biomass

MNI

% MNI

Mullet

1470.2

14.6 (11.8)

76

61.3 (56.3)

Drums

1215.6

12.1 (9.7)

19

15.3 (14.1)

Catfishes

1082.1

10.8 (8.7)

13

10.5 (9.6)

Totals

3729.0

37.5 (30.2)

108

87.1 (80.0)

181

Overall, the sample is characterized by species that are found inshore around the
coastal islands. The absence of fish commonly found around reefs suggests that the
inhabitants of the site did not venture far offshore. Table 3 presents a Presence/Absence
representation for the excavation levels.
Table A3. Vertebrate Faunal Presence/Absence by Level
Taxon

1

Mammal, Large

x

2

3

4

5

x

x

Mammal, Medium

6

7

8

x

11

x

x

Mammal

x

x

x

x

x
x

Sylvilagus sp.

x
x

x

Cetacea

x

x

Odocoileus virginianus

x

x

x

Aves

x

x

x

x

x

Testudines

x

x

x

x

x

x

Kinosternidae

x

x

x

x

x

x

Cheloniidae

x

Iguanidae (Chameleon)

10

x

Mammal, Small

Sigmodon hispidus

9

x

x
x

x

x
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Taxon

1 Table
2 A3.
3 (Continued)
4 5 6

7

Actinopterygii

x

x

x

x

x

x

Siluriformes

x

x

Ictaluridae

x

Lepisosteus sp.

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Elops saurus

x

8

9

10

11

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Clupeidae

x

x

x

x

Ariidae

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Ariopsis felis

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Bagre marinus
Mugil sp.

x

x

x

x

Caranx sp.

x

Sparidae

x

Archosargus probatocephalus

x

x

x

Sciaenidae
x

Micropogonias undulatus

Sciaenops ocellatus

x

x

x

Cynoscion sp.

Pogonias cromis

x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
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x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x

1 Table
2 A3.
3 (Continued)
4 5 6

Taxon
Paralichthyidae

x

x

x

Diodontidae

x

x

x

x

7

8

9

10

11

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Unidentified vertebrate

x

x

x

x

x

Invertebrate Sample: The invertebrate remains are dominated by oysters. Table
3 provides a listing of bivalve and gastropod remains. Oysters generated 1543.8 grams of
estimated biomass (79.4 percent of all bivalves; 45.5 percent of all marine mollusks).
None of the gastropods is as dominant as the oysters. Most important contributors are
whelks, Florida horse conch, and Florida crown conch. All of the marine gastropod and
bivalve species can be collected in the nearshore and marsh edges. The terrestrial species,
the rose snail and polygyra, are detritivores and probably commensal in the site.

Table A4. Invertebrate remains by class. Altered specimens may have been modified for
tool use.
Taxa
Decapoda (Crabs)

NISP

Weight

Biomass

Altered

MNI

9

1.1

41.3

2

Bivalves

671

9848.3

1944.4

211

Gastropods

105

1010.7

1450.2

20

36

Totals

785

10,860.2

3435.9

20

249
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Table A5. Invertebrate Fauna Presence/Absence by Level
Taxon

Surface

1

2

Decapoda

3

4

x

Callinectes sp.

6

7

x

x

Bivalvia

x

x

Arcidae

x

Anadara brasiliana

x

x

Anadara transversa

x

x

Geukensia demissa

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Gastropoda (marine)

x

x

x

Littorina irrorata

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Fasciolariidae

x

Pleuroploca gigantea

x

x

x

Melongena corona

x

x

x

Polynices duplicatus

x

x

x

Odostomia impressa

x

Gastropoda (terrestrial)

x
x

Polygyra sp.

x

11

x

x

Euglandina rosea

10

x

Crassostrea virginica

Busycon sp.

9

x

x

Crytopleura costata

8

x

Mollusca

Busycon contrarium

5
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x
x

x

x

x

x

Table A6. Vertebrate and Invertebrate Comparison (Estimated Biomass and MNI).
Bivalve and Gastropod values represent the 30x30x10cm column samples, approximately
30 percent of the volume excavated.
Taxa

Biomass

Percentage

MNI

Percentage

Vertebrates

10,015.2

74.7

139

36.0

Bivalve

1,944.4

14.5

211

54.7

Gastropods

1,450.2

10.8

36

9.3

13,409.8

100.0

386

100.0

Totals
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